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INTRODUCTION 


The  Downtown  Plan  and  related  amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan 
were  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  November  29,  1984.  At  that  time,  the 
Commission  adopted  interim  controls  and  approved  permanent  controls  to  implement  the 
Downtown  Plan.  The  permanent  controls  require  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and 
signature  by  the  Mayor. 

Section  175  2(a)  2(A)  of  the  Planning  Code  as  amended  under  the  interim  and  permanent 
controls  provides  the  following  exceptions  for: 

"integrated  development  projects  involving  the  substantial  rehabilitation  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  buildings  designated  as  landmarks  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
pursuant  to  Article  10  of  this  Code  and  for  which  a  building  permit  application 
and  an  application  for  environmental  review  have  been  filed  with  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  prior  to  October  11,  1984.  "Integrated 
development"  means  a  project  involving  several  buildings  which  are  integrated 
with  rehabilitation  of  a  landmark  designated  pursuant  to  Article  10  of  this  Code 
and  which  are  located  on  sites  that,  but  for  separations  by  a  street  or  alley,  are 
adjacent  to  such  landmark" 

This  exemption  includes  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  Project  (83.222E),  although  the 
Planning  Commission  must  consider  the  project  in  relation  to  the  Plan  in  its  approval 
process. 

This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  project 
discusses  the  proposal  in  the  context  of  pre-Downtown  Plan  controls.  The  DEIR  also 
analyzes  the  project  in  relation  to  the  Downtown  Plan  controls  in  the  Impacts  Chapter,  by 
topic,  and  in  the  Alternatives  Chapter,  under  Alternative  Three:  Downtown  Plan. 


vi 


I.  SUMMARY 


A.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  bounded  by  Battery,  Halleck,  Sansome,  and  Clay  Streets  and  includes 
three  parcels,  presented  from  north  to  south:  Parcel  1  -  Assessor's  Block  (AB)  229,  Lot 
20;  Parcel  2  -  AB  229,  Lot  3;  and  Parcel  3  -  AB  238,  Lots  1  and  7  (see  Figure  1,  page  14). 
The  project  would  include  closure  of,  and  improvements  on,  Commercial  Street  between 
Sansome  and  Battery  Streets.  The  71,144-square-foot  site  is  located  in  the  Financial 
District  in  the  C-3~0  (Downtown  Office)  district.  The  site  is  currently  developed  with  a 
surface  parking  lot  at  the  corner  of  Clay  and  Battery  Streets  and  three  structures  (the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  City  Landmark  No.  158;  241  Battery;  and  435 
Sacramento).  The  proposed  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  would  include  new 
construction  on  the  surface  parking  lot,  adaptive  reuse  of  the  vacant  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  building  and  demolition  of  the  vacant  241  Battery  (Eastman  Kodak)  building  at  the 
southwest  corner  of  Battery  and  Sacramento  Streets.  The  top  two  floors  within  the  four- 
story  435  Sacramento  Street  structure  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project;  the  three 
levels  of  parking  (two  levels  above  grade,  one  below  grade)  would  remain  and  are  not  part 
of  the  project.^ 

The  project  would  be  a  mixed-use  office,  hotel  and  retail  development  by  the  project 
sponsor,  One,  Two  and  Three  Embarcadero  Center  West.  This  mixed-use  development  is 
intended  as  the  western  part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center.  The  project  would  total 
approximately  1,110,500  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  including  approximately  611,000  gsf 
(589,000  net  new  gsf)  of  office  space;  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space;  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant 
space;  254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space;  19,000  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open  space  and  38,000 
gsf  of  below-grade  parking  and  loading  facilities  (42  valet  parking  spaces  and  ten  loading 
docks).  The  site  has  a  permitted  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  14:1  under  the  September 
1979  City  Planning  Code.  Gross  floor  area  for  FAR  calculation  purposes  totals  924,500 
gsf.  Thus,  the  FAR  of  the  project  would  be  13:1  (under  the  1979  Planning  Code). 
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Parcel  1  (the  northern  portion  of  the  site)  wouid  contain  a  330-room  hotel  including  about 
254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space  (25,000  gsf  of  below-grade  service  and  hotel  administration 
space)  and  2,500  gsf  of  retail  space.  The  structure  would  rise  250  feet  (24  stories).  The 
hotel  lobby,  meeting  room  space,  retail  and  open  space  would  occupy  the  first  three 
above-grade  levels;  the  remaining  levels  would  contain  hotel  rooms  and  a  mechanical 
penthouse.  The  interior  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  on  Parcel  2  would  be 
rehabilitated  for  office,  restaurant  and  retail  uses.  The  bank  building  and  a  two-ievel 
portico/addition  proposed  on  the  east  side  would  contain  approximately  140,000  gsf  of 
office  space,  17,815  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  32,685  gsf  of  restaurant  space.  The  structure 
would  be  retained  at  its  existing  height  of  160  feet  (9.5  stories).  Parcel  3  (the  southern 
portion  of  the  site)  would  contain  a  new  400-foot  (33-story)  tower  containing 
approximately  4,000  gsf  of  retail  space  and  2,500  gsf  of  restaurant  space  on  the  first  two 
levels  and  471,000  gsf  of  office  space  (including  22,000  gsf  of  existing  office  space  at  435 
Sacramento  Street)  on  the  remaining  floors,  with  a  mechanical  penthouse  above  the  office 
floors. 

Subject  to  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Master  Plan  referral  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  (CPC)  and  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  Commer- 
cial Street  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  and 
developed  as  a  pedestrian  mail.  Commercial  Street  improvements  would  include  the 
pedestrian  mall  with  a  walkway,  stairs  and  a  ramp  leading  to  the  other  levels  of  retail  and 
publicly  accessible  open  space.  Subject  to  the  same  approvals,  pedestrian  bridges  would 
be  constructed  over  Sacramento,  Commercial  and  Battery  Streets  to  link  structures 
within  the  project  and  connect  with  the  Embareadero  Center.  Also  subject  to  these 
approvals,  beiow-grade  parking  and  loading  facilities  would  include  construction  of  a 
loading  and  service  area  beneath  the  proposed  Commercial  Street  pedestrian  walkway, 
and  a  loading  access  tunnel  to  Parcel  3  under  Sacramento  Street.  Parking  spaces  wouid 
be  located  on  Parcel  1.  Access  to  parking  spaces  and  loading  facilities  would  be  from 
Clay  Street.  The  project  would  require  City  Planning  Commission  approval  of  Conditional 
Use  authorization  pursuant  to  Section  175.2  of  the  City  Planning  Code  (as  amended 
November  29,  1984,  the  Downtown  Plan  Controls  exemption  provisions),  Discretionary 
Review  (incorporated  in  the  Conditional  Use  process)  and  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 
from  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  exterior  alteration  of  a  landmark  structure. 
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B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

1.  Introduction 

An  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  to  identify  potential  significant 
impacts  from  the  proposed  project;  these  are  covered  in  this  EIR.  Certain  potential 
environmental  impacts  were  determined  to  be  insignificant,  and  are,  therefore,  not 
addressed  in  this  EIR.  They  include:  obtrusive  light/glare,  relocation  of  tenants/em- 
ployees (some  discussion  is  included  for  informational  purposes  only)  ,  operational  noise, 
project-related  air  quality  impacts  and  impacts  from  odors/burning  of  materials,  biology, 
geology/topography,  surface  water,  hazards,  utilities  and  public  services  and  cultural 
resources,  (see  page  A-l  for  the  Initial  Study). 

2.  Land  Use  and  Zoning 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  intensity  of  use  on  the  project  site.  Construction 
of  the  project  would  include  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  demolition  of 
the  241  Battery  building  and  construction  on  a  surface  parking  lot.  The  two-level  hotel 
base  structure  on  Parcel  1  would  cover  the  entire  15,450-square-foot  site;  above  the  base, 
the  hotel  tower  would  cover  9,000  gsf  (60%)  of  its  site.  The  two-level  base  structure  of 
the  proposed  office/retail  building  and  existing  435  Sacramento  Street  building  would 
cover  the  entire  22,750-square-foot  Parcel  3;  above  the  base,  the  office/retail  tower 
would  cover  approximately  15,250  square  feet  (67%)  of  its  site. 

Both  proposed  high-rise  buildings  would  conform  to  existing  height  and  bulk  limitations  for 
the  site.  The  project  would  conform  to  Downtown  Plan  regulations  for  building  height, 
provision  of  open  space,  and  sunlight  access.  The  project  would  exceed  Plan  regulations 
for  base  FAR  and  wind  impacts.  The  FAR  for  the  proposed  project  as  calculated  under 
the  Downtown  Plan  would  be  12.5:1  (see  page  17). 

3.  Architectural  Resources 

The  proposed  project  would  preserve  and  adaptively  reuse  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  and  demolish  the  241  Battery  Street  building.  Both  are  rated  "B"  by  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  and  are  included  in  the  list  of 
Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown,  adopted  by 
City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600.  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  is  a 
City  Landmark  and  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places  (page  43). 
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4.  Urban  Design  and  Visuai  Quality 

The  proposed  hotel  and  office  tower  would  respond  to  some  policies  of  the  Urban  Design 
Plan  Element  of  the  Master  Plan.  The  towers  would  be  similar  in  height  to  other  high-rise 
structures  in  the  Financial  District;  they  would  be  taller  than  small-scale  and  mid-rise 
structures  near  the  site.  The  project  would  be  similar  in  design  to  the  Embarcadero 
Center  directly  east  of  the  site,  across  Battery  Street;  the  design  of  the  new  buildings 
would  contrast  with  the  design  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building.  The  proposed 
buildings  would  obstruct  views  from  the  upper  floors  of  adjacent  buildings.  The  degree  of 
view  blockage  would  vary  depending  on  observer  position  and  elevation  with  respect  to  the 
location  of  the  proposed  structures.  The  9.5-story  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  a  City 
Landmark,  would  be  preserved  and  its  interior  rehabilitated  for  office  and  retail  use.  Its 
facades  would  be  preserved.  The  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  four-story,  241 
Battery  Street  building  (page  81).  Pedestrian  bridges  would  link  buildings  within  the 
project  and  connect  to  Embarcadero  Center  on  the  east.  The  bridges  across  Sacramento 
and  Battery  Streets  would  provide  circulation  for  the  project;  they  would  also  conflict 
with  some  policies  in  the  Urban  Design  Plan. 

5.  Shadows  and  Wind 

The  project  would  cast  shadow  on  portions  of  adjacent  sidewalk  areas  to  some  degree  at 
10  a.m.,  12  p.m.  and  3  p.m.  on  March  21,  June  21,  and  September  21.  The  project  would 
also  cast  shadow  on  adjacent  sidewalk  areas  to  some  degree  at  10  a.m.  and  12  p.m.  on 
December  21.  At  3  p.m.  on  March  21  and  September  21,  the  project  would  cast  new 
shadows  on  portions  of  the  plaza  at  Embarcadero  Center  One  and  Maritime  Plaza  (of  the 
Alcoa  Building)  near  the  corner  of  Clay  and  Battery  Streets  (page  106).  The  project  would 
cast  shadow  on  a  portion  of  its  own  open  space  at  3  p.m.  on  June  21.  The  project  would 
cause  west  winds  to  exceed  11  mph  (a  comfort  criterion)  along  the  south  side  of  Halleck 
Street  adjacent  to  the  project  site  (page  117). 

6.  Transportation 

The  project  would  generate  a  net  increase  of  about  23,997  net  new  daily  person  trips  to 
and  from  the  project  site.  Of  these,  a  total  of  2,804  outbound  trips  would  occur  during 
the  peak  two-hour  period  and  1,624  outbound  trips  during  the  peak  hour  (page  120). 
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Total  annual  transportation  energy  which  would  be  consumed  by  the  proposed  project 
would  be  214  trillion  BTU,  the  equivalent  of  38,000  barrels  of  oil  (page  172). 

The  project  is  located  in  a  C-3  district  where  off-street  parking  is  not  required  by  the 
Planning  Code,  and  is  discouraged  according  to  the  policies  of  the  Transportation  Element 
of  the  Master  Plan.  The  project  would  include  42  valet  parking  spaces,  1  tour  bus  loading 
space,  and  2  bike  spaces  as  part  of  the  new  construction.  Construction  of  the  project 
would  remove  a  75-space  surface  parking  lot,  resulting  in  a  net  decrease  of  42  parking 
spaces  for  the  site  (page  145). 

The  project  would  generate  parking  demand  for  about  344  long-term,  133  short-term  and 
43  hotel  guest  spaces.  The  project  and  cumulative  downtown  development  would 
generally  saturate  available  parking  throughout  the  downtown  area  (page  145). 

7.  Air  Quality 

Temporary  violations  of  the  state  24-hour  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP)  standard  may 
occur  as  a  result  of  project  construction  activities.  Current  and  projected  1990  CO 
concentrations  were  calculated  for  the  four  intersections  most  affected  by  the  project. 
The  results  indicate  that  both  the  state  and  federal  eight-hour  average  CO  standards 
would  be  violated  under  current  (1984)  conditions  at  Battery/Clay.  No  other  violations  of 
air  quality  standards  are  predicted  to  occur  (page  153). 

8.  Construction  Noise 

The  project's  greatest  effect  on  the  area's  noise  environment  would  be  during  project 
construction.  Peak  noise  levels  would  occur  during  pile  driving  on  Parcels  1  and  3,  and 
would  be  expected  to  reach  about  105  dBA  in  all  surrounding  outdoor  spaces  (including 
adjacent  sidewalks)  within  50  feet;  this  effect  would  occur  intermittently  over  a  period  of 
six  months.  Greatest  interior  peak  noise  levels  would  range  from  83dBA  with  closed 
windows  to  88  dBA  with  open  windows  during  pile  driving.  During  pile  driving  on  Parcels  1 
and  3,  interior  noise  levels  at  the  nearest  residential  units  along  Battery  Street  within  the 
Golden  Gateway  Center  would  disturb  residents'  conversations  and  phone  use.  During  all 
phases  of  construction,  daytime  sleeping  in  these  units  could  be  difficult.  In  surrounding 
offices,  where  noise  levels  would  reach  more  than  60  dBA,  activities  of  workers  would  be 
affected  (page  160). 
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9.  Energy 

Total  estimated  annual  energy  use  within  the  proposed  project  (based  upon  other  projects 
in  the  City  and  compliance  with  Title  24  of  the  California  State  Administrative  Code) 
would  be  141  billion  BTUs  (British  Thermal  Units),  or  25,200  barrels  of  oil  (page  165). 

10.  Employment,  and  Housing,  and  Fiscal  Factors 

The  project  would  require  about  2,270  person-years  of  construction  labor.  About  3,510 
additional  person-years  of  employment  would  be  generated  in  the  Bay  Area,  as  a  result  of 
the  multiplier  effect  of  project  construction.  After  completion,  the  project  would  create 
a  total  of  about  2,740  permanent  full-time  jobs,  an  increase  of  about  2,680  for  the  site. 
About  9,680  additional  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area  would  result  from  the  employment  multiplier 
effect  of  project  operation.  According  to  the  City's  Office  Housing  Production  Program 
guidelines,  withoug  subtracting  for  formerly  occupied  office  space  (now  vacant)  to  be 
demolished  or  rehabilitated,  the  project  would  generate  a  net  demand  of  524  housing  units 
in  San  Francisco.  After  subtracting  the  193,000  gsf  of  formerly  occupied  office  space 
from  the  project,  the  housing  demand  generated  by  the  project  would  be  352  units, 
according  to  the  OHPP  guidelines. 

The  project,  after  expected  occupancy  in  1987,  would  generate  about  $5.0  million  annually 
in  total  property,  payroll,  sales,  gross  receipts,  parking  and  utility  tax  revenues  to  the 
City's  General  Fund,  a  net  increase  of  approximately  $4.5  million  for  the  site.  In  addition, 
the  project  sponsor  would  pay  a  one-time  Transit  Impact  Fee  of  $1,980,000  (page  183). 

11.  Growth  Inducement 

The  project  would  add  about  589,000  net  new  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  (after  subtraction  of 
existing  office  space  to  be  retained  on-site  at  435  Sacramento  Street),  24,315  gsf  of  retail 
space,  and  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space  to  the  Financial  District.  The  project  would 
represent  an  addition  of  about  three  percent  of  projected  office  space  growth  in 
downtown  San  Francisco.  Employment  at  the  site  would  increase  by  about  2,680,  from 
about  60  to  about  2,740.  Occupants  are  not  currently  known,  but  would  probably  include 
tenants  expanding  or  relocating  from  other  San  Francisco  locations,  tenants  relocating 
from  outside  San  Francisco,  and  firms  new  to  the  Bay  Area.  Therefore,  the  increase  in 
employment  at  the  project  site  would  not  necessarily  represent  only  employment  that  is 
new  to  San  Francisco. 
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The  project  would  respond  to  a  demand  for  office  space  in  San  Francisco's  Financial 
District.  The  demand  itself  is  independent  of  the  project.  Demand  for  office  space 
continues  the  trend  of  growth  in  service  sector  and  headquarters  office  activities  and 
employment  in  San  Francisco.  Increases  in  downtown  office  space  and  employment  would 
contribute,  in  turn,  to  continued  growth  of  local  and  regional  markets  for  goods,  services, 
and  housing.  These  growth-inducing  effects  would  be  less  extensive  if  the  vacancy  rate 
for  office  space  rises.  Should  this  occur,  projected  increases  in  downtown  employment 
would  be  less  and  the  growth  in  demand  for  goods,  services  and  housing  would  be  lower 
(page  188). 


C.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 


PRIMARY  MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


•  Within  a.  year  of  full  project  occupancy,  the  sponsor  would  conduct  a  survey  to 
assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of  project  occupants  and  actual  pick-up 
and  drop-off  areas  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  This  information  would  be  made 
available  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (page  191). 

•  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  to  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  an  archaeologist  shall  determine 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on 
the  project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  of  historic  artifacts, 
and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered  (page  194). 

•  The  construction  contract  would  specify  that  the  contractor  muffle  equipment  so 
that  noise  levels  would  not  exceed  the  limits  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance  (page  195). 

•  According  to  OHPP  guidelines,  the  project  would  generate  a  net  demand  for  524 
dwelling  units.  There  is  193,000  gsf  of  formerly  occupied  office  space  on  the 
project  site  that  would  be  redeveloped  (including  rehabilitation  of  existing 
vacant  space  and  demolition  and  replacement  with  office,  retail  and  related 
uses).  Subtracting  this  floor  area  yields  a  floor  area  of  396,000  gsf.  This  amount 
would  result  in  an  OHPP  requirement  of  352  units.  The  project  sponsor  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  loan  funds  for  the  purpose  of  developing  101  units 
of  Section  8  (Federally  assisted)  elderly  housing  and  a  senior  center.  Upon 
initial  endorsement  by  the  Federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  the  sponsor  will  receive  202  OHPP  housing  credits.  The  sponsor 
would  satisfy  the  balance  of  the  OHPP  requirement  (150  housing  units)  in 
accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines.  Housing  credits  are  not  the  equivalent  of 
housing  units.  The  Planning  Commission  would  decide  whether  the  above 
program  of  credits  and  units  would  mitigate  the  housing  demand  generated  by 
the  project  (page  196). 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  Various  energy-saving  devices  (e.g.,  individual  utility  metering)  are  under  consi- 
deration by  the  project  sponsor.  Final  decisions  would  be  made  on  the  basis  of 
life  cycle  costing  and  compatibility  with  overall  design  (page  196). 

•  The  project  sponsor  could  cause  an  additional  172  housing  units  to  be  constructed 
(the  difference  between  the  OHPP  requirement  and  the  housing  demand  prior  to 
subtraction  of  existing  formerly  occupied  office  space).  The  project  sponsor  has 
rejected  this  measure  because  it  would  be  in  excess  of  the  housing  obligation  for 
the  project  established  under  OHPP  guidelines  (page  196). 

D.  ALTERNATIVES 

1.  No  Project 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists.  No 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  occur.  The  project 
sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it   would     not  provide  for  maximum 

investment  potential  of  the  site  (page  202). 

2.  No  Exceptions  to  the  Planning  Code 

This  alternative  would  not  incorporate  pedestrian  bridges  over  Battery,  Sacramento  or 
Battery  Streets;  the  portion  of  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  site  boundaries 
would  remain  in  vehicular  use  and  construction  would  not  occur  under  Commercial  or 
Battery  Streets.  Loading  facilities  would  be  located  at  grade  for  each  parcel's  structure; 
parking  would  be  provided  below  grade,  but  not  under  sidewalks  or  streets,  for  Parcels  1 
and  3.  Parcel  1  would  contain  a  340-foot  hotel  highrise.  Parcel  3  would  contain  a  448- 
foot  office  highrise.  This  alternative  would  provide  a  total  of  1,037,000  gsf:  645,000  gsf 
(623,000  net  new  gsf)  of  office  space,  347,000  gsf  of  hotel  space,  45,000  gsf  of  retail 
space,  10  loading  docks  and  42  parking  spaces.  The  FAR  for  this  alternative  would  be 
14.6:1,  with  additional  floor  area  above  the  base  FAR  of  14:1  (1979  Planning  Code) 
generated  by  a  transfer  of  development  rights. 

The  greater  net  new  office  space  (6%)  and  hotel  space  (37%),  and  26%  less  retail  space 
compared  with  the  project,  would  generate  about  8%  more  daily  person  trips  and  about 
10%  more  peak-hour  trips  than  the  proposed  project.  Individual  at-grade  loading  facilities 
would  increase  vehicular  access.  The  90-foot  greater  height  on  Parcel  1  and  48-foot 
greater  height  on  Parcel  3  would  increase  this  alternative's  visibility  and  affect  shadow 
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impacts  proportionally.  According  to  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing 
Production  Program  (OHPP)  formula,  the  housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative 
would  be  554  units  compared  with  524  for  the  project.  Subtracting  formerly  occupied 
office  space  from  the  formula,  this  alternative  would  generate  a  demand  for  382  units. 
Other  environmental  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  slightly  greater  than,  or  similar  to, 
the  proposed  project. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  in  the  belief  that  it  would  not  provide  for  an 
integrated,  below-grade  parking  and  loading  facility  and  would  result  in  inefficient 
vehicular  circulation,  as  well  as  a  design  that  would  be  less  architecturally  pleasing  than 
the  project.  In  addition,  the  lack  of  pedestrian  bridges  could  reduce  the  marketing 
potential  of  the  second  and  third  floor  retail  space,  in  the  sponsor's  view  (page  203). 

3.     Downtown  Plan 

This  alternative  would  contain  the  maximum  base  floor  area  allowed  under  the  density 
provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen  Review,  Department  of  City 
Planning,  August  1983,  revised  November  1983,  and  amended  June,  October,  and 
November  1984.  This  alternative  would  include  about:  667,000  gsf  (645,000  net  new  gsf) 
of  office  space,  and  73,650  gsf  of  retail  space,  of  which  29,200  gsf  would  be  excluded 
from  FAR  calculation  under  the  Downtown  Plan.  This  alternative  would  contain  57,000 
gsf  (9%)  more  office  and  13,150  gsf  (22%)  more  retail  space  than  the  project  and  would 
not  contain  any  hotel  space.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  10  loading  docks  and  42 
parking  spaces  would  be  provided  below  grade  from  a  single  Clay  Street  entrance/exit. 
Parcel  1  would  contain  a  238-foot  office  building,  about  12  feet  shorter  than  the  project. 
Parcel  2  would  be  identical  to  the  proposed  project;  Parcel  3  would  contain  a  310-foot 
office  highrise,  90  feet  less  in  height  than  the  office  proposed  with  the  project. 

The  gross  floor  area  calculated  under  the  proposed  Downtown  Plan  would  be  about  711,450 
gsf,  about  213,000  gsf  less  than  the  proposed  project  total  of  924,500  gsf.  The  Downtown 
Plan  would  exclude  retail  and  other  specified  uses  on  the  ground  floor  in  a  C-3-0  district 
from  calculations  of  allowable  gross  floor  area.  Thus  calculated,  FAR  for  the  alternative 
would  be  10:1.  Thus  calculated,  the  project  FAR  would  be  12.5:1.  This  alternative  would 
provide  19,000  gsf  of  usable  open  space,  the  same  as  for  the  project,  in  excess  of  the  Plan 
requirement  of  14,813  square  feet  for  this  alternative  (1  square  foot  for  every  50  square 
feet  of  building  area). 
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This  alternative's  greater  office  space  and  retail  space,  and  lack  of  restaurant  and  hotel 
space,  compared  with  the  project,  would  slightly  reduce  traffic-related  impacts  of  this 
alternative,  compared  to  the  project.  Visibility  from  distant  and  close  viewpoints  and 
shadow  impacts  would  be  proportionally  less  than  the  proposed  project  due  to  the  lesser 
bulk  of  structures  on  Parcels  1  and  3.  Compared  with  the  project,  wind  impacts  of  the 
alternative  would  not  exceed  Downtown  Plan  wind  standards  of  7  mph  for  sitting  areas 
and  11  mph  for  pedestrian  areas.  (The  project  would  increase  winds  above  11  mph  on 
Halleck  Street.)  Housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative  as  calculated  by  the  OHPP 
guidelines  would  be  573  units,  compared  to  524  units  for  the  proposed  project.  After 
subtracting  formerly  occupied  office  space  from  the  OHPP  formula,  housing  demand 
generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  402  units,  compared  to  352  units  for  the  project. 
Other  environmental  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to,  or  less  than,  the  project. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  preclude  development  of  a 
hotel  on  Parcel  1,  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  sponsor,  would  be  a  more  desirable  use  of 
that  part  of  the  site  than  offices.  In  addition,  housing  demand  generated  by  this 
alternative  would  be  greater  than  the  project  (page  208). 

4.  No  Parking 

This  alternative  would  not  include  parking;  in  all  other  respects,  it  would  be  the  same  as 
the  proposed  project.  Although  difficult  to  quantify,  transit  demand  impacts  would  be 
expected  to  increase  and  the  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  in 
the  vicinity  would  be  reduced.  Geologic  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  less  than  for  the 
project  because  there  would  be  no  excavation  for  garage  space.  Other  environmental 
impacts  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  project. 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  not  provide  the  amount  of 
accessory  parking  allowable  under  the  Planning  Code;  this,  in  the  sponsor's  opinion,  would 
affect  the  marketability  of  project  space  (page  213). 

5.  Full  Use  of  435  Sacramento  Street 

This  alternative  would  involve  the  same  development  on  Parcels  1  and  2,  and  different 
design  of  the  lower  floors  and  below-grade  levels  of  the  buildings  on  Parcels  2  and  3, 
compared  to  the  project.  There  would  be  no  pedestrian  bridge  across  Sacramento  Street. 
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The  project  sponsor  would  retain  the  entire  building  at  435  Sacramento  street,  and 
demolish  existing  parking  space  at  435  Sacrmento  Street  (33,000  gsf),  to  be  replaced  by 
three  levels  of  below-grade  parking  (48,000  gsf)  on  Parcel  3  (with  the  project,  the  sponsor 
owns  rights  to  the  building  except  for  the  parking). 

This  alternative  would  contain  approximately  924,500  gsf  (the  same  as  project),  including 
611,000  gsf  of  office  space  (the  same  as  the  project),  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space  (the  same 
as  the  project),  about  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space  (the  same  as  the  project),  and 
254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space  (the  same  as  the  project).  Open  space  would  be  about  19,000 
gsf,  the  same  as  the  project.  Calculated  FAR  for  this  alternative  would  be  13:1,  the  same 
as  the  project.  Excluding  ground  floor  uses  pursuant  to  Downtown  Plan  guidelines  results 
in  a  calculated  FAR  of  12.5:1,  the  same  as  the  the  project. 

Visual  impacts  would  be  less  than  with  the  project,  in  that  this  alternative  would  not 
include  a  pedestrian  bridge  across  Sacramento  Street.  The  floor  area  total  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  same  as  the  project.  This  alternative  would  have  slightly 
increased  traffic-related  impacts,  as  more  pedestrian  traffic  would  move  at-grade  rather 
than  on  the  pedestrian  bridges.  The  housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative  as 
calculated  under  the  OHPP  guidelines  would  be  524  units,  the  same  as  the  project. 
Subtracting  formerly  occupied  office  from  the  formula,  this  alternative  would  generate  a 
demand  for  352  units,  the  same  as  the  project.  Other  environmental  impacts  would  be 
expected  to  be  the  same  as  the  project. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsors  because  of  the  lack  of  a  pedestrian 
bridge  across  Sacramento  Street  that  would  link  the  office  tower  on  Parcel  3  to  Parcels  1 
and  2.  Also,  in  the  sponsors'  opinion,  the  lack  of  a  bridge  would  reduce  this  alternative's 
marketing  potential  in  comparision  to  that  of  the  project.  In  addition,  at  present,  the 
project  sponsor  lacks  the  necessary  property  rights  in  the  three  parking  levels  at  435 
Sacramento  Street  to  build  this  alternative  (page  214). 


All  property  rights  to  the  435  Sacramento  site  are  under  option  to  the  project  sponsor, 
excluding  the  three  levels  of  parking. 
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A.    OBJECTIVES  OF  PROJECT  SPONSOR 

The  project  sponsor  includes  three  partnerships,  known  as  One,  Two  and  Three 
Embarcadero  Center  West.  These  sponsors  propose  a  major  mixed-use  office,  hotel  and 
retail  development  that,  in  their  view,  would: 

•  preserve  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  a  San  Francisco  landmark  eligible 
for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places; 

•  link  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  with  two  new  structures  to  the  north  and 
south  by  pedestrian  bridges; 

•  change  Commercial  Street,  between  Battery  and  Sansome  Street,  into  a  land- 
scaped pedestrian  mall,  subject  to  the  required  City  approvals; 

•  provide  an  integrated  complex  of  retail  uses  that  would  complement  and  enhance 
retail  uses  in  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center  and  other  commercial  establish- 
ments in  the  project  vicinity; 

•  link  the  proposed  project  to  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center  retail,  office  and 
hotel  complex  by  a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street; 

•  provide  a  major  hotel  that  would  accommodate  business  clients  in  the  Financial 
District,  promote  activity  during  the  evenings  and  weekends  when  the  area  is 
traditionally  underutilized  and  boost  retail  and  restaurant  establishments  in  the 
surrounding  area  by  introducing  a  new  element  that  would  promote  tourist 
activity;  and 

•  provide  first-class  office  space  in  the  Financial  District. 

The  project  architect  is  John  Portman  and  Associates  with  offices  in  San  Francisco  and 
Atlanta.  Kaplan,  McLaughlin  and  Diaz  are  co-architects  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  building. 
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II.  Project  Description 

B.  LOCATION  OF  THE  PROJECT  SITE 

The  proposed  Embarcadero  Center  West  development  would  be  located  in  the  City's 
central  business  district  (see  Figure  1,  page  14).  The  project  site  is  bounded  by  Battery, 
Halleck,  Sansome  and  Clay  Streets  and  includes  three  parcels:  on  the  north,  Parcel  1  - 
Assessor's  Block  (AB)  229,  Lot  20;  Parcel  2  -  AB  229,  Lot  3,  containing  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  buildiing;  and,  on  the  south,  Parcel  3  -  AB  238,  Lots  1  and  7.  The  project 
sponsors  intend  to  seek  authorization  to  close  Commercial  Street  between  Sansome  and 
Battery  Streets  to  vehicular  traffic,  for  use  as  pedestrian  access;  construct  pedestrian 
bridges  over  Battery,  Sacramento  and  Commercial  Streets  to  link  the  project  parcels  and 
to  connect  the  project  to  the  Embarcadero  Center;  construct  a  42-space  parking  facility 
for  valet  parking  below-grade  on  Parcel  1;  and  construct  loading  and  service  areas  under 
Commercial  Street  and  loading  access  under  Sacramento  Street.  The  project  is  intended 
as  the  western  part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  development.  Total  size  of  the  site,  not 
including  Commercial  Street,  is  approximately  71,100  square  feet. 

The  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  district.  The  basic  FAR  applicable  to  the 
C-3-0  district  is  14:1;  that  is,  a  gross  floor  area  of  up  to  14  times  the  area  of  the  lot 
could  be  built.  The  applicable  height  and  bulk  district  for  Parcels  1  and  2  is  400-1,  which 
allows  a  building  height  of  up  to  400  feet.  The  applicable  height  and  bulk  district  for 
Parcel  3  is  450-1,  which  allows  a  building  height  of  up  to  450  feet.  The  maximum 
dimensions  allowed  in  an  "I"  bulk  district  are  full  site  coverage  up  to  150  feet  in  height. 
Between  150  feet  and  the  400  or  450  height  limit,  the  maximum  building  length  is  170  feet 
and  the  maximum  diagonal  dimension  is  200  feet.  (Please  see  the  Impacts  and  Alternative 
Chapters  which  begin  on  pages  67  and  163,  respectively,  for  discussion  of  Downtown  Plan 
regulations  for  the  site.) 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

Currently,  Parcel  1  contains  a  75-space  surface  valet  parking  lot  (50  spaces  if  self-park), 
and  Parcel  2  contains  the  vacant  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  (400  Sansome  Street). 
Parcel  3  contains  two  buildings:  a  vacant  office/warehouse  (241  Battery)  and  a  mixed-use 
building  (435  Sacramento)  with  two  levels  of  office  space  and  three  levels  (150  spaces)  of 
parking,  one  level  of  which  is  below  grade.  The  proposed  Embarcadero  Center  West  would 
include  removal  of  the  surface  parking  lot,  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  and  demolition  of  the  241  Battery  Street  (Eastman  Kodak)  building  and  new 
construction  on  Parcels  1  and  3.    The  top  two  floors  of  office  space  within  the  435 
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SITE  LOCATION 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


II.  Project  Description 


Sacramento  structure  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project;  the  three  levels  of  parking 
would  remain  and  are  not  part  of  the  project. 

The  project  would  include  approximately  1,110,500  total  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  as  follows: 

about  611,000  gsf  of  office  space,  254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space,  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space, 

35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space,  19,000  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open  space  (including 

2 

11,000  gsf  of  Commercial  Street  improvements),  20,000  gsf  of  below-grade  parking  and 
18,000  gsf  of  loading  facilities  (42  valet  parking  spaces  and  ten  loading  docks;  see  Figure 
8,  page  24),  77,000  gsf  of  mechanical/service  area,  about  8,500  gsf  of  pedestrian  bridges, 
and  43,500  gsf  of  other  space  within  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  (i.e.  basement/vault  and 
attic  space).  Parking  would  be  provided  beneath  Parcel  1  and  loading  facilities  would  be 
located  beneath  Parcels  1  and  2;  these  facilities  would  serve  all  three  parcels.  (150 
parking  spaces  would  remain  in  the  435  Sacramento  building  and  are  not  included  in  the 
project.)  Subtracting  existing  parking  on  Parcel  1  (15,450  gsf,  75  spaces)  and  existing 
office  space  that  would  remain  in  the  435  Sacramento  Street  building,  the  project  would 
provide  approximately  589,000  gsf  of  net  new  office  space  and  33  fewer  parking  spaces. 
The  project  would  have  a  FAR  of  13:1.  Project  characteristics  for  the  proposed 
Embarcadero  Center  West  are  shown  in  Table  1,  page  16.  Elevations  sections  and  floor 
plans  for  the  proposed  project  are  shown  in  Figures  2  through  9,  pages  19  through  26. 

Parcel  1  would  contain  a  330-room  hotel  totalling  approximately  333,000  gsf  including 
254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space  (including  25,000  gsf  below-grade  service  and  hotel  adminis- 
tration space),  2,500  gsf  of  retail  space,  20,000  gsf  of  parking  and  12,000  gsf  of  loading 
space  (5  loading  docks).  The  building  would  rise  250  feet  (24  stories)  above  grade  and 
would  have  three  below-grade  levels.  Service/loading  would  be  provided  on  the  first 
(highest)  subsurface  level;  the  project's  42  valet  parking  spaces  would  be  on  the  second 
subsurface  level;  and  mechanical/service  space  would  be  on  the  third  subsurface  level. 
The  hotel  lobby,  meeting  rooms,  retail  space  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  would  be 
provided  on  the  first  three  levels;  the  remaining  levels  would  contain  hotel  rooms  and  a 
mechanical  penthouse. 


(Text  continues  on  page  27) 
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II.  Project  Description 


TABLE  1 
PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 
(All  figures  in  gross  square  feet) 

PROPOSED  NEW  CONSTRUCTION;1 

Office        Restaurant  Retail  Hotel  Total 

Parcel  1                                                  —  —  2,500  254,000  256,500 

Parcel  2                                                —  5,000  —  —  5,000 

Parcel  3                                           449,000  2,500  4,000  —  455,500 

Total                                               449,000  7,500  6,500  254,000  717,000 
EXISTING  SPACE1 

Parcel  1           

Parcel  2                                           188,000  —  —  —  „  188,000 

Parcel  3                                             27,000  —  —  —  51,350  78,350 

Total                                               215,000  —  —  —  51,350  266,350 

PROPOSED  USE  OF  EXISTING  SPACE 

Parcel  1       

Parcel  2 

Redeveloped  (vacant)                    140,000  —  —  —  3  140,000- 

Redeveloped  (other  uses)                     —  —  —  —  2,500  2,500 

Redeveloped  (from  office)                   —  27,685  17,815  —  45,500 
Parcel  3 

Retained                                       22,000  —  —  —  4  22,000 

Demolished  (other  uses)                       —  —  —  —  56,350  56,350 

162,000  27,685  17,815  —  58,850  266,350 

SUMMARY 

Proposed  New  Construction                 449,000  7,500  6,500  254,000  717,000 

Space  Retained                                    22,000  —  —  —  22,000 

Redeveloped  Space  (vacant)                 140,000  —  —  —  140,000 

Redeveloped  Space  (from  office)                 —  27,685  17,815  —  45,500 

Total                                               611,000  35,185  24,315  254,000  924,500 

Space  Retained                                    22,000  —  —  —  22,000 

Net  New  Development                         589,000  35,185  24,315  254,000  902,500 
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II.  Project  Description 


TABLE  1  (continued) 

Permitted  (1979  Code) 
PROPOSED  PROJECT  DIMENSIONS: 
FAR5  14:1 


PARCEL  1  (Hotel) 
Height  g 
Maximum  Length 
Maximum  Diagonal 


8 


400' 
170' 
200' 


Proposed 


13:1/12.5:1 


250 
145' 
166' 


,7 


Down- 
Town 
Plan 


10:1 


250' 
160' 
200' 


PARCEL  2  (Fed.  Reserve  Bank) 
Height  8 


Maximum  Length 
Maximum  Diagonal 


8 


400» 
170' 
200' 


160 
209 
239 


75» 
N/A 
N/A 


PARCEL  3  (Office  Building) 
Height  g 


Maxium  Length 
Maximum  Diagonal 


3 


450' 
170' 
200' 


400 
135' 
176' 


,7 


400' 
160" 
200* 


EXISTING  EMPLOYMENT 
Existing  Total 
Employees  Retained 


10 


Office 


62 
62 


Restaurant 


Retail 


Hotel 


Other 


Total 


63 
62 
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PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION 

New  Employees  2,142 


NET  NEW  EMPLOYMENT  2,204 


101 


101 


69 


69 


280 


280 


90 


89 


2,682 
2,743 


TABLE  1  Footnotes 


Does  not  include  areas  exempt  from  FAR  calculations,  such  as  mechanical  areas  and  building 
storage,  parking  and  loading. 


'Vacant  warehouse  space  at  241  Battery  Street. 
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n.  Project  Description 


TABLE  1  (continued) 

Vacant  space  (formerly  office)  to  be  redeveloped  as  storage  and  maintenance  space. 
Formerly  vacant  office  (5,000  gsf)  and  warehouse  (51,350  gsf)  space. 
Based  on  site  area,  excluding  Commercial  Street,  of  71,144  square  feet. 

The  Downtown  Plan  (DTP),  as  amended,  restricts  ground  floor  uses  in  the  C-3-0  district  to:  retail 
and  personal  service  uses;  building  circulation;  open  space  features;  pedestrian  circulation;  cultural, 
religious,  social  service,  recreational  and  educational  facilities  available  to  the  general  public;  and 
building  service.  All  of  these  uses  would  be  excluded  from  DTP  calculations  of  allowable  gross  floor 
area,  up  to  75%  of  the  ground  floor  area  and  ground  level  open  space. 

Does  not  include  16-foot  mechanical  penthouse,  which  would  be  exempt  from  height  limit. 

Applicable  above  a  height  of  150  feet.  Under  the  Downtown  Plan,  these  measurements  would  be 
applicable  above  a  height  of  160  feet. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  exceeds  current  bulk  requirements.  Pursuant  to  Section  188  of  the 
Planning  Code,  enlargements,  alterations  and  reconstruction  of  a  noncomplying  structure  would  be 
permitted  provided  there  is  no  increase  in  any  discrepancy  between  existing  conditions  and  the 
Code's  required  standard  for  new  construction. 

Existing  employment  estimate  based  on  letter  from  project  sponsor,  dated  June  21,  1984. 

Based  on  one  employee  per  275  square  feet  of  office  space;  one  per  908  gsf  of  hotel  space;  one  per 
350  gsf  of  retail;  one  janitorial  worker  per  12,000  gsf  of  total  floor  area;  and  one  parking  operator 
per  5,100  gsf  of  parking  spaces.  Source  for  office  employment  density:  Department  of  City 
Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts,  September  1983,  page  14, 
source  for  parking  and  retail  employment  densities:  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan 
EIR,  EE81.3,  certified  October  18,  1984,  page  IV.C.6.  Source  for  hotel  and  maintenance 
employment  densities:  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Growth  Management 
Alternatives  for  Downtown  San  Francisco  -  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report,  May  1983, 
Table  IV-C.l. 

Source:  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corp;  Embarcadero  Center,  Ltd.;  John  Portman  and 
Associates. 
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BATTERY  STREET  ELEVATION  figure  2 
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HALLECK  STREET  ELEVATION 
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STREET  LEVEL  FLOOR  PLAN  figure  6 
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LOBBY  LEVEL  FLOOR  PLAN 


FIGURE  7 
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BASEMENT  LEVEL  FLOOR  PLANS 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


TYPICAL  HIGHRISE  LEVEL  FLOOR  PLAN 


FIGURE  9 
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II.  Project  Description 


The  vacant  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  Parcel  2,  would  be  preserved  and  remodeled 
for  office  and  retail  uses.  The  building  would  be  upgraded  to  meet  current  seismic 
standards  required  by  the  Building  Code  and  the  exterior  would  be  preserved  with  the 
following  exceptions  and  additions: 

•      the  motor  security  platform  adjacent  to  the  Battery  Street  side  of  the  bank 
building  would  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  two-story  portico/addition 
containing  primarily  retail  uses,  designed  to  link  with  the  two  newly  constructed 
project  structures  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  building  and  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  development  via  pedestrian  bridges  and  walkways. 

Pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  the  project  sponsor  and  the  Foundation  of  San 
Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  the  recessed  portion  of  the  upper  floors  on  the 
Commercial  Street  side  of  the  bank  building  may  be  built  out  to  the  predominant  roof  and 
sidewall  lines.  However,  the  project  sponsor  does  not  propose  to  include  such  buildout  as 
a  part  of  the  project. 

A  new  portico  that  would  replicate  the  style  and  some  details  of  the  existing  entrance 
portico  on  the  Sansome  Street  side  would  be  constructed  over  the  facade  on  the  Battery 
Street  (east)  side  of  the  building  (see  Figure  17,  page  50  for  a  photograph  of  the  existing 
Sansome  Street  portico  and  Figure  20,  page  82  for  a  photomontage  of  the  proposed 
portico).  The  portico/addition  would  include  retail  and  publicly  accessible  open  space. 
The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  is  160  feet  (9.5  stories)  above  grade  level  and  the 
portico/addition  would  be  approximately  60  feet  tall.  The  remodeled  former  bank  space 
and  the  portico/addition  would  contain  approximately  234,000  gsf  including  140,000  gsf  of 
office  space,  17,815  gsf  of  retail  space,  32,685  gsf  of  restaurant  space  and  4,000  gsf  of 
below-grade  loading  space  (5  loading  docks,  with  access  to  below-grade  service  space  on 
Parcel  3). 

Parcel  3  would  contain  a  mixed-use  development  of  approximately  534,750  gsf  including 
471,000  gsf  of  office  space,  4,000  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  2,500  gsf  of  restaurant  space. 
The  building  would  rise  400  feet  (33  stories)  above  grade  and  would  have  one  basement 
level  containing  mechanical/service  area.  Retail  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  would 
be  provided  on  the  first  two  levels;  office  space  and  a  mechanical  penthouse  would  occupy 
the  remaining  above-grade  levels.  One  below-grade  level  would  contain  mechanical/ 
service  space.  This  new  construction  would  occur  on  the  site  of  the  241  Battery  building, 
after  demolition  of  that  building,  and  would  incorporate  the  top  two  levels  of  the  four- 
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II.  Project  Description 


story  435  Sacramento  Street  building.  These  top  two  floors,  containing  approximately 
22,000  gsf  of  office  space,  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project.  The  three  levels  of 
parking  in  the  435  Sacramento  building  would  not  be  included  as  part  of  the  project. 
However,  the  exterior  of  the  entire  435  Sacramento  Street  building  would  be  clad  to 
integrate  the  building  with  the  new  Parcel  3  construction. 

Commercial  Street  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  would  be  closed  to  vehicular 
traffic  and  replaced  with  a  landscaped  pedestrian  mall  that  would  include  seating,  stairs 
and  a  ramp  leading  to  the  other  levels  of  retail  and  public  open  space;  a  fountain/pool;  and 
access  to  retail  areas  within  the  rehabilitated  Federal  Reserve  Bank.  Pedestrian  bridges 
would  be  constructed  over  Sacramento  and  Commercial  Streets  at  the  second  level  to 
connect  the  three  project  parcels,  and  over  Battery  Street  to  connect  the  project  with  the 
existing  Embarcadero  Center.  The  bridges  would  contain  about  8,500  gross  square  feet. 

As  described  above,  service/loading  facilities  which  would  serve  the  entire  project  would 
be  provided  below  ground  on  the  first  (highest)  subsurface  level  beneath  Parcel  1,  and 
beneath  both  a  portion  of  Commercial  Street  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  (see  Figure  8, 
page  25).  A  service  access  tunnel  beneath  Sacramento  Street  would  connect  the  loading 
area  with  the  service  area  beneath  Parcel  3.  All  42  valet  parking  spaces  for  the  project 
would  be  provided  on  the  second  subsurface  level  of  Parcel  1. 

D.    PROJECT  SCHEDULE,  COST  AND  REQUIRED  APPROVALS 

1.  Project  Schedule  and  Cost 

The  project  sponsors  propose  to  begin  rehabilitation  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building 
in  Spring  1985,  and  construction  on  Parcels  1  and  3  concurrently  in  mid  1985. 
Construction  would  be  completed  in  1987,  for  an  approximately  two-year  construction 
period.  Occupancy  of  the  project  would  commence  shortly  after  completion  of  construc- 
tion, in  about  1987.  The  estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project  would  be  $150  million; 
total  development  cost  would  be  about  $250  million  (1984  dollars). 

The  estimated  construction  schedule  for  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  is  as 
follows: 
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II.  Project  Description 


Parcel  1  -    Hotel  (Note:    Development  would  be  concurrent  on  all  three  parcels,  and 
construction  phases  may  overlap.) 

Site  clearance  excavation  and  shoring/foundation  preparation  6  months 
Steel  erection  5  months 

Exterior/interior  finishing  to  initial  occupancy  12  months 

Parcel  2  -  Federal  Reserve 

Seismic  upgrade  2-3  months 

New  construction/exterior/interior  finishing 
to  initial  occupancy  14  months 

Parcel  3  -  Office 

Demolition/site  clearance/excavation  and 

shoring/foundation  preparation  6  months 

Steel  erection  6  months 

Exterior/interior  finishing  to  initial  occupancy  12  months 

A  building  permit  application  for  each  parcel  was  filed  June  15,  1983  with  the  City's 
Department  of  Public  Works  (Building  Permit  Application  Nos.  8305676  (Parcel  1), 
8305675  (Parcel  2)  and  8305677  (Parcel  3)). 


2.  Project  Approvals 

The  first  step  in  processing  the  proposed  project  is  public  review  and  a  public  hearing  on 
this  Draft  EIR  (DEIR),  and  responses  to  comments  collected  during  the  DEIR  review 
period.  The  City  Planning  Commission  (CPC)  must  certify  the  EIR  as  complete,  accurate 
and  objective.  After  certification,  the  following  special  authorization  and  approval 
actions  would  be  required: 

a.     Discretionary  Review 

The  proposed  project  is  subject  to  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  of  downtown 

3 

projects  under  the  Commission's  powers  of  Discretionary  Review.  Criteria  evaluated 
under  this  process  include  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  pedestrian  environment; 
preservation  of  architecturally  and  historically  significant  buildings;  adequate  and 
appropriate  means  of  transportation  to  and  from  the  project  site;  energy  conservation;  the 
physical  relationship  of  the  proposed  buildings  to  their  environs;  and  effects  on  views  from 
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public  areas  and  on  the  City  skyline.  The  City  Planning  Commission  would  review  the 
building  design  and  its  environmental  context,  then  act  to  approve,  approve  with 
conditions  or  disapprove  the  building  permit  for  the  project. 

In  August  1983,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  published  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal 
For  Citizen  Review,  amended  in  June,  October,  and  November  1984.  The  Plan  and 
amendments  contain  a  series  of  regulatory  proposals  and  controls  for  San  Francisco's 
downtown  (C-3)  districts.  The  relationship  of  the  project  to  the  major  proposals  and 
controls  of  the  Plan  is  discussed  in  Section  IV.  A,  Land  Use,  pages  75  through  77  of  this 
report.  In  addition,  an  alternative  conforming  with  the  Downtown  Plan  is  discussed  in 
Section  Vn.C,  Alternatives,  pages  202  through  207. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  has  adopted  interim  controls  and  approved  permanent 
controls  to  amend  the  City  Planning  Code  and  has  incorporated  the  Downtown  Plan  into 
the  Master  Plan  to  implement  the  Downtown  Plan.  The  permanent  controls  ordinance 
requires  adoption  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  signature  by  the  Mayor;  the  interim 
controls  ordinance  is  subject  to  veto  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors;  Master  Plan 
amendments  were  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission,  November  29,  1984.  Pursuant  to 
Section  175.2(a)(2)(A)  of  the  Planning  Code  (as  amended  by  the  interim  and  permanent 
Downtown  Plan  Control  Ordinances),  the  project  is  exempt  from  the  Downtown  Plan,  and 
may  be  approved  as  a  Conditional  Use  pursuant  to  Section  175.2(b)  of  the  Planning  Code. 
In  determining  such  Conditional  Use  approval,  the  City  Planning  Commission  must 
consider,  but  is  not  required  to  impose,  various  requirements  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  as 
therein  set  forth. 

According  to  Section  303  of  the  Planning  Code,  a  development  must  meet  certain  criteria 
before  Conditional  Use  authorization  may  be  granted.  The  criteria  require  that  the 
proposed  development  be  necessary  or  desirable  for,  and  compatible  with,  the  neighbor- 
hood; that  it  not  be  detrimental  to  the  health,  safety,  convenience  or  general  welfare  of 
those  in  the  vicinity;  and  that  it  comply  with  the  intent  of  the  Code  and  not  adversely 
affect  the  Master  Plan. 

The  project  would  demolish  the  241  Battery  Street  (Eastman  Kodak)  building,  which  is 
rated  "B"  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.  Demolition  plans 
would  require  special  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  pursuant  to  CPC 
Resolution  8600. 


30 


II.  Project  Description 


b.  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 

On  January  7,  1.983  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  was  designated  City  Landmark  Number  158. 
Persuant  to  Section  1006  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  project  would  require  a  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  from  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  alteration  of  a  landmark 
structure.  The  City's  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  review  the  project 
and  would  present  its  recommendation  to  the  City  Planning  Commission,  which  would 
approve  or  disapprove  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 

c.  Authorization  for  Closure  and  Use  of  Commercial  Street  Between  Sansome  and 
Battery  Streets;  for  Loading  and  Service  Area  Under  Commercial  Street  and  Loading 
Access  Under  Sacramento  Street;  and  for  Pedestrian  Bridges  Over  Battery,  Sacra- 
mento and  Commercial  Streets. 

The  street  closure  and/or  use  of  City  property  or  of  air  space  above  City  property  for 
pedestrian  bridges  would  require  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Master 
Plan  referral  (approval  for  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan)  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission.  These  permits  must  be  subsequently  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors. 

Discretionary  Review  and  other  Planning  Commission  review  actions  could  occur 
concurrently. 


Excluding  the  three  levels  of  parking,  all  property  rights  to  the  435  Sacramento  building 
are  under  option  to  the  project  sponsor. 

Open  space  would  include  3,750  gsf  on  Parcel  1,  4,250  gsf  of  sitting  areas  on  pedestrian 
bridges,  and  11,000  gsf  of  ramp  and  other  pedestrian-oriented  improvements  on 
Commercial  Street,  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets. 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  8474,  adopted  January  17,  1980,  applic- 
able to  proposals  in  the  C-3  district. 
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m.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

1.     Land  Use 

The  project  site  includes  three  parcels  with  a  total  area  of  71,144  square  feet  (81,044 
square  feet  including  the  portion  of  Commercial  Street  proposed  for  a  landscaped 
pedestrian  area,  located  four  blocks  north  of  Market  Street  in  San  Francisco's  financial 
district.  Parcel  1  (Assessor's  Block  229,  Lot  20)  contains  a  surface  parking  lot,  at  Clay 
and  Battery  Streets.  Parcel  2  (Lot  3,  in  the  same  Assessor's  Block)  is  occupied  by  the 
former  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  (400  Sansome  Street).  Parcel  3  (Assessor's  Block 
238,  Lots  1  and  7)  is  occupied  by  a  vacant  office/warehouse  (241  Battery)  on  Lot  1,  and  a 
four-story,  mixed-use  building  (435  Sacramento)  with  two  levels  of  office  space  above 
three  levels  of  parking  (one  below  grade)  on  Lot  7.  With  the  exception  of  435  Sacramento, 
all  on-site  structures  are  vacant.  Both  the  bank  building  and  241  Battery  were  vacated  by 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  when  it  moved  to  new  Market  Street  headquarters  in  1982. 
Existing  on-site  land  uses,  lot  sizes,  height  and  distribution  of  gross  area  are  shown  in 
Table  2,  page  33.  With  the  project,  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  would  be  restored  and 
remodeled  for  office,  restaurant  and  retail  uses.  The  top  two  floors  of  the 
435  Sacramento  Street  building  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project;  the  three  levels  of 
parking  would  remain  and  are  not  part  of  the  project.  Construction  of  the  project  would 
require  demolition  of  the  241  Battery  (Eastman  Kodak)  building. 

The  central  business  district,  including  the  financial  district,  contains  most  of  the  City's 
recent  high-rise  office  development  and  includes  early  20th-century  banking  and  office 
buildings.  Land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity  consist  primarily  of  office  buildings  with 
ground-floor  retail  or  financial  institutions  (see  Figure  10,  page  34).  The  Embarcadero 
One,  Two,  Three  and  Four  buildings  begin  directly  east  of  the  site.  Together  with  the 
Hyatt  Regency  Hotel,  these  four  buildings  form  the  Embarcadero  Center  office,  hotel  and 
retail  complex.  The  project  is  intended  as  the  western  part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center 
development.  The  Alcoa  Building,  including  the  Maritime  Plaza  open  space,  lies  northeast 
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TABLE  2 

EXISTING  LAND  USES  ON  THE  PROJECT  SITE 


Street  Address 
Use 

Lot  Area  (sq.  ft.) 
Lot  Coverage 

Building  Height 
Stories 

Gross  Building  Area  (gsf) 

Office  Space  (gsf) 
Warehouse  Space  (gsf) 
Parking  (gsf) 
Parking  Spaces 


PARCEL  1 
(AB229/Lot  20) 

331-43  Battery 
Parking  Lot 


15,451 

100% 
(open  area) 

N/A 


N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
15,450 
75l 


PARCEL  2 
(AB229/Lot  3) 

400  Sansome 

Federal  Reserve 
Bank 
(vacant) 

32,886 

75% 

160  feet 

9.5  +  2 
basement 
levels 

229,000  2 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


PARCEL  3 
(AB238/Lot  1)      (AB238/Lot  7) 


241  Battery 

Office/ 
Warehouse 
(both  vacant) 

11,248 

100% 

58  feet 
4 


56,350  3 


N/A 
N/A 


435  Sacramento 
Office/Parking 

11,559 
100% 


40  feet 

4  +  1 
basement 
level 

46,200 

22,0004 

N/A 
33,000 

120 


75  parking  spaces  are  available  during  the  daytime  with  attendant  parking,  50  spaces  at 
night  with  self-parking. 

'Total  includes  188,000  gsf  of  formerly  occupied  office  space,  and  41,000  gsf  of  storage  and 
mechanical  space. 

'Total  includes  5,000  gsf  of  formerly  occupied  office  space,  and  51,350  gsf  of  formerly 
occupied  warehouse  space. 

Two  floors  of  office  space  and  development  rights  associated  with  435  Sacramento  Street 
are  included  in  the  project.  Two  levels  of  above-grade  parking  and  one  level  of  parking 
below  grade  are  located  on  the  435  Sacramento  site  but  are  not  under  option  to  the  project 
sponsor  and  are  therefore  not  included  in  the  project.  (See  detailed  discussion  in  Project 
Description,  page  12.) 

Source:  Recht  Hausrath  and  Associates,  Data  and  Calculations  for  the  Downtown  EIR, 
prepared  for  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  July  7,  1982.  The 
completed  inventory  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Room  400.  Data  has  been  updated  by  EIP  field 
check,  June  24,  1983  and  by  Bruce  W.  Jones,  Vice  President,  Embarcadero 
Center,  Inc.,  telephone  conversation,  January  5,  1984. 
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EXISTING  LAND  USE 


FIGURE  10 


RETAIL/COMMERCIAL  (INCLUDES  BANKS) 


OFFICE 

OFFICE  WITH  GROUND  FLOOR 
RETAIL  (INCLUDES  BANKS) 

OFFICE/RESIDENTIAL 
WITH  GROUND  FLOOR  RETAIL 

RESIDENTIAL/HOTEL 


RESIDENTIAL  WITH 
GROUND  FLOOR  RETAIL 


INTERIOR  BLOCK  OPEN  SPACE 


UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 


VACANT  LOT 

VACANT  STRUCTURE 

PARKING  LOT 

PARKING  STRUCTURE 

PARKING  WITH  OTHER  USE 
PROJECT  SITE 
PEDESTRIAN  BRIDGE 
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SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 
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III. A.  Environmental  Setting: 
Land  Use  and  Zoning 

of  the  site.  The  recently  completed  353  Sacramento  building  is  directly  east  of  Parcel  3. 
Within  several  blocks  of  the  site  are  a  number  of  high-rise  office  buildings  built  in  the 
1960's,  70's  and  80's,  including  the  Transamerica  Pyramid  at  Clay  and  Montgomery 
Streets;  Bank  of  America  tower  at  California  and  Kearny  Streets;  Bank  of  California  at 
Sansome  and  California  Streets;  Bank  of  Canton  at  Commercial  and  Montgomery  Streets; 
and  Pacific  Lumber  Company  at  Sansome  and  Washington  Streets. 

On  the  west,  clustered  in  an  area  bounded  by  Sansome,  Grant,  Washington  and  California 
Streets  are  numerous  two-  to  four-story  buildings  containing  restaurants,  bars,  travel 
agencies,  sandwich  shops,  stationers,  clothing  shops,  shoe  repair  outlets,  small  grocery 
stores  and  medical  and  professional  offices.  Within  three  blocks  of  the  site  are  the 
borders  of  San  Francisco's  Chinatown  community  (to  the  west),  the  Jackson  Square 
Historic  District  (northeast)  and  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  (northeast).  The  Golden 
Gateway  Center  (at  Battery  Street  between  Washington  and  Jackson)  represents  the  major 
residential  use  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  with  other  residences  in  the  655  Montgomery 
Building  at  the  intersection  of  Washington  and  Montgomery  Streets,  and  in  residential 
hotels  to  the  west.  About  three  blocks  south  of  the  project  site  Market  Street,  a  major 
transit  and  traffic  corridor,  links  the  downtown  with  areas  south  and  west. 

Building  heights  in  the  project  area  range  from  about  20  feet  to  641  feet  (the 
Transamerica  Pyramid)  with  most  buildings  from  150  to  250  feet  tall  (see  Figure  11,  page 
36).  Most  buildings  fully  cover  their  lots.  In  the  project  vicinity  there  is  open  space  in 
the  Embarcadero  Center,  at  Maritime  Plaza,  at  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  and  at  the 
base  of  the  Transamerica  Pyramid  (Redwood  Park). 

2.     Cumulative  Downtown  Office  Development 

Projects  under  review,  approved  or  under  construction  as  of  March  10,  1984  include 
projects  in  the  greater  downtown  area  outside  of  the  C-3  District  as  well  as  in  the  C-3 
districts  (Appendix  E,  Tables  E~l,  page  A-49,  and  E~2,  page  A-57).  Based  on  this 
information,  5.5  million  gsf  of  net  new  office  space  will  be  added  when  the  buildings  under 
construction  are  finished;  an  additional  4.8  million  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space  has 
been  approved  but  is  not  yet  under  construction.  Another  8.7  million  square  feet  would  be 
added  if  the  projects  under  formal  review,  as  of  March  10,  1984,  were  eventually  built. 
This  total  of  about  19.0  million  gsf  of  net  new  office  space  (under  formal  review, 
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EXISTING  BUILDING  HEIGHTS 


FIGURE  11 


PROJECT  SITE 


NOTE:  THE  NUMBER  IS  THE  HEIGHT  OF  BUILDING 
EXPRESSED  IN  FEET  ABOVE  STREET  LEVEL 


FEET 


0         60  180  360 

SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 
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approved,  under  construction,  or  completed  but  not  fully  occupied,  as  of  March  10,  1984) 
includes  Embarcadero  Center  West,  listed  as  adding  about  382,000  gross  feet  of  net  new 
office  space.  "Net"  includes  additional  space,  subtracting  existing  space  on  sites  being 
developed  or  proposed  for  development.* 

Office  space  projections  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  indicate  the  C-3  District  would 

contain  approximately  70.5  million  gsf  of  office  space  by  1990,  and  78.9  million  gsf  of 

2 

office  space  by  2000.     Alternatives  analyzed  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  indicate  a  range 

of  77.5  million  to  86.5  million  square  feet  of  total  office  space  in  the  C-3  District  by  2000 

3 

(including  existing  space).  Forecasts  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  indicate  net  increases  of 
office  space  in  the  downtown  of  approximately  1.4  million  square  feet  per  year  between 
1984  and  1990  and  a  range  of  0.7  to  1.6  million  square  feet  per  year  between  1990  and 
2000,  for  development  according  to  the  Downtown  Plan. 

Within  a  three-block  radius  of  Embarcadero  Center  West  are  15  other  developments  under 

formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction  (Table  3,  page  38,  and  Figure  12,  page  39). 

As  of  March  10,  1984,  of  a  total  of  2,481,550  gsf  of  net  new  office  space  planned  in  the 

project  study  area,  1,490,050  gsf  have  been  approved  or  are  under  construction.    As  of 

March  10,  1984,  the  remaining  991,500  gsf  were  under  formal  review  and  subject  to 

4 

temporary  interim  controls.  Those  temporary  interim  controls  expired  August  24,  1984, 
and  any  projects  still  pending  and  not  yet  approved  or  exempted  are  subject  to  Downtown 
Plan  interim  controls."*  See  Section  IV.A,  Land  Use  Impacts,  pages  69  through  78,  for 
further  discussion  of  the  Downtown  Plan  related  to  the  project. 

3.  Zoning 

The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  district  (see  Figure  13,  page  40). 
Offices,  retail  establishments  and  hotels  are  principal  permitted  uses  in  this  district.  As 
stated  in  the  Planning  Code:  "Office  development  is  supported  by  some  related  retail  and 
service  uses  within  the  area,  with  unrelated  uses  excluded  in  order  to  conserve  the  supply 
of  land  in  the  core  and  its  expansion  areas  for  further  development  of  major  office 
buildings."  Buildings  in  this  district  may  have  a  basic  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  14:1; 
based  on  the  area  of  the  project  site  not  including  9,900  square  feet  of  Commercial 
Street,  the  allowable  gross  floor  area  for  the  site  would  be  996,016  square  feet  (71,144  sq. 
ft.  x  14  =  996,016  sq.  ft.).    A  transfer  of  permitted  basic  gross  floor  area,  pursuant  to 
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CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  figure  12 

IN  THE  PROJECT  VICINITY 


PROJECT  SITE 

PROJECTS  UNDER 
FORMAL  REVIEW 

APPROVED  PROJECTS 
PROJECTS  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION 


p 


660  WASHINGTON  1 
MONTGOMERY/ WASHINGTON  2 
BANK  OF  CANTON  3 
505  MONTGOMERY  4 
560  SACRAMENTO  5 
EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST  b 
580  CALIFORNIA  7 
456  MONTGOMERY  8 
222  FRONT  9 
345  CALIFORNIA  10 
130  BATTERY  11 
250  MONTGOMERY  12 
225  PINE  13 
98  BATTERY  14 
388  MARKET  15 


FEET 


0     90  180  160 

SOURCE  EIP  CORPORATION 


ZONING  DISTRICTS 


FIGURE  13 


PROJECT  SITE 
ZONING  DISTRICT  BOUNDARY  M 

PUBLIC  USE  P 

DOWNTOWN  OFFICE    C  -  3  -  O 

COMMUNITY  BUSINESS  C~2 

HIGH  DENSITY  RESIDENTIAL  RC-4 
WITH  SUPPORTING  COMMERCIAL 

DOWNTOWN  GENERAL  COMMERCIAL  C-3-G 


FEET 


0        150  300  600 

SOURCE:  SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


JACKSON 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


III. A.  Environmental  Setting: 
Land  Use  and  Zoning 

Section  127  of  the  Planning  Code,  could  add  to  the  FAR  for  an  allowable  FAR  in  excess  of 
14:1. 

The  height  and  bulk  district  for  Assessor's  Block  229  (Parcels  1  and  2)  is  400-1,  in  which 
the  maximum  permitted  height  is  400  feet  (see  Figure  14,  page  42).  The  maximum 
dimensions  of  a  "I"  bulk  district  allow  full  site  coverage  up  to  150  feet  in  height.  Between 
150  feet  and  the  400-foot  limit  the  maximum  building  length  is  170  feet  and  the  maximum 
diagonal  dimension  is  200  feet.  The  height  and  bulk  district  for  Assessor's  Block  238 
(Parcel  3)  is  450-1,  in  which  the  maximum  permitted  height  is  450  feet.  Full  site  coverage 
is  permitted  up  to  150  feet  in  height.  Between  150  feet  and  the  450-foot  limit,  the 
maximum  building  length  is  170  feet  and  the  maximum  diagonal  dimension  is  200  feet. 

The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  August 
1983,  as  amended,  contains  regulations  for  development  in  the  Downtown.  The  Downtown 
Plan  height  limits  are  250  feet  on  Parcel  1,  75  feet  on  Parcel  2,  and  400  feet  on  Parcel  3. 


The  382,000  gsf  given  for  the  project  subtracts  formerly  occupied  office  space. 

i 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  EE81.3,  certified 
October  18,  1984,  Pages  1V.B.28  and  IV.B.31. 

Ibid.,  Appendices,  pages  G.37-G.41. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  175.1,  as 
amended  by  City  Ordinance  54-84,  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  January  23, 
1984. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  10166,  adopted 
November  29,  1984,  imposing  Downtown  Plan  Interim  Controls. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  Section  210.3,  1979 
edition. 
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III.B.  Environmental  Setting: 
Architectural  Resources 

B.    ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  project  site  contains  three  buildings,  two  of  which  are  architecturally  rated.  The 

Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  and  the  241  Battery  building  (also  known  as  the  Eastman 

Kodak  Building)  are  both  included  in  the  list  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically 

Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown,  adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution 

No.  8600.  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  at  400  Sansome  Street,  is  rated  "B"  by  the 

Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  (Heritage)  in  Splendid  Survivors.  (A 

"B"-rated  building  is  considered  by  Heritage  to  be  a  building  of  major  importance,  "of 

individual   importance  by  virtue  of  its  architectural,  historical,   and  environmental 
1,2 

criteria.")        The  Federal  Reserve  building  is  designated  San  Francisco  City  Landmark 

No.  158,  and  has  been  declared  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 

Places  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior.    As  part  of  the  project,  the  exterior  of  the 

Federal  Reserve  would  be  preserved  and  the  building  rehabilitated.   The  Eastman  Kodak 

building  at  241  Battery  Street  is  also  rated  "B"  in  Splendid  Survivors.     It  has  been 

determined  to  be  ineligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  for  Historic  Places.  This 

building  would  be  demolished.  Neither  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  nor  the  Eastman 

Kodak  building  was  rated  in  the  1976  architectural  survey  of  the  Department  of  City 
3 

Planning.  Both  buildings  are  shown  in  Figure  15,  page  44  and  discussed  below.  (See 
Appendix  F,  page  A-60,  for  a  discussion  of  the  architectural  rating  systems.) 

1.  The  Federal  Reserve  Building 

The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  is  a  nine-story  building  above  a  raised  basement  and 
sub-basement,  resting  on  a  foundation  of  wood  pilings.  It  has  a  steel  and  frame 
construction  with  reinforced  concrete  floors.  The  walls  are  brick  with  granite  facing  on 
the  Sansome,  Sacramento  and  Battery  Street  facades.  The  fourth  facade  faces  Commer- 
cial Street  and  is  of  brick  without  facing.  The  building  is  a  rectangular  structure  with  a 
low-hipped  roof.  The  two  principal  facades,  on  the  east  and  west  sides,  include  two-level 
colonnades.  Major  interior  features  include  a  two-story  marble  entrance  hall  with  a  40- 
by-9-foot  oil  on  canvas  mural,  "The  Traders  of  the  Adriatic,"  by  Jules  Guerin;  a  two-story 

banking  hall  with  mezzanine,  and  paired  columns  at  either  end;  and  basement  and  sub- 

4 

basement  banking  vaults. 
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PROJECT  SITE  PHOTOGRAPHS 


FIGURE  15 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


III.B.  Environmental  Setting: 
Architectural  Resources 

The  building's  main  entrance  is  set  back  about  20  feet  from  Sansome  Street;  broad  entry 

stairs  lead  to  a  slightly  projecting  porch  with  freestanding  eagles  on  the  portico.  The  rear 

facade  on  Battery  Street  is  set  back  about  41  feet  behind  a  six-foot-high  motor  vehicle 

4 

platform  for  secure  vehicle  access  to  the  vaults.  (See  Figure  18,  page  55  for  a  Battery 
Street  view  of  the  building.) 

The  building  was  constructed  in  stages,  the  first  stage  beginning  in  1922,  with  final  stages 

of  the  original  design  completed  in  1955.  Its  style  is  Neoclassical  Revival  and  its  designer 

was  George  Kelham,  a  well-known  local  architect.    The  building  reflects  the  federal 

government's  increasing  turn-of-the-century  association  with  monumental  forms,  an 

4 

architectural  presentation  of  federal  power. 

Throughout  the  history  of  the  United  States,  the  regulation  of  banking  and  the  issue  of 

national  versus  state  jurisdiction  caused  considerable  debate.   Eventually  enough  support 

was  gained  for  regulation  at  the  federal  level,  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  was  signed 

into  law  in  1913.  San  Francisco  was  designated  as  headquarters  for  the  Twelfth  District, 

encompassing  nine  western  states.  The  Bank  first  rented  quarters  at  25  New  Montgomery. 

In  1917  and  1918  it  purchased  its  current  site  but  deferred  construction  because  of  World 

War  I.    During  that  time,  the  Bank  moved  into  a  remodeled  building  at  the  southwest 

corner  of  Battery  and  Commercial  Streets.   The  new  structure  was  constructed  in  an  L- 

shape  around  the  remodeled  structure,  which  was  then  demolished  so  that  the  Battery 

Street  facade  of  the  present  building  could  be  completed.    In  the  summer  of  1982,  the 

Federal  Reserve  Bank  moved  its  operations  to  a  newly  constructed  headquarters  at 

4 

Market  between  Spear  and  Main  Street.    Prior  to  moving  to  its  new  location,  the  Bank 

occupied  space  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  (400  Sansome),  the  241  Battery 

building,  used  the  surface  parking  lot  at  Battery  and  Commercial,  and  leased  space  at  450 
5 

Sansome  Street. 

2.     241  Battery;  The  Eastman  Kodak  Building6 

The  241  Battery  Street,  Eastman  Kodak  building  is  a  four-story,  reinforced  concrete 
structure  with  concrete  floor  slabs.  It  was  constructed  as  a  five-bay,  two-story  building 
in  1911,  for  use  as  a  camera  repair  and  distribution  facility.  A  two-bay  addition  was 
added  along  Sacramento  Street  in  1926.  The  third  floor  of  the  building  is  windowless 
except  for  windows  facing  a  light  well  at  the  rear  of  the  building.  A  fourth  story  was 
added  in  1939  to  accommodate  a  film  processing  laboratory. 
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III.B.  Environmental  Setting: 
Architectural  Resources 


The  building  was  designed  by  Bliss  and  Faville  in  the  Second  Renaissance  Revival  style 
with  an  emphasis  on  models  of  early  Italian  Renaissance  design.  The  entrance  is  in  the 
center  bay  of  the  original  Battery  Street  facade.  Two-story  arched  windows  separated  by 
pilasters  are  a  dominant  feature  of  the  building  exterior.  The  original  plans  show  that 
about  40%  of  the  first  floor  area  was  office  space  with  60%  devoted  to  storage.  The 
second  floor  served  largely  as  a  stock  room  with  the  rear  area  designated  as  a  packing 
room.  Although  now  vacant,  the  front  area  of  the  first  floor  was  most  recently  used  as 
offices;  the  rest  of  the  building  was  used  as  warehouse  space. 

3.     Architectural  Resources  in  the  Vicinity 

Three  buildings  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  are  rated  "A"  (of  highest 
importance)  by  Heritage,  including  the  Bank  of  California  building,  a  City  landmark;  there 
are  seven  "B"-rated  buildings  (of  major  importance),  and  eleven  "C"-rated  buildings 
(buildings  recognized  for  contextual  importance).  A  number  of  buildings  in  the  project 
area  are  rated  in  the  1976  architectural  survey  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP). 
Figure  16,  page  47,  identifies  those  buildings  in  the  project  area  included  in  (1)  Splendid 
Survivors,  (2)  the  List  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the 
Downtown  (composed  of  buildings  rated  "A"  or  "B"  by  Heritage),  and  (3)  the  list  of  City 
landmarks. 

Some  of  the  buildings  include  the  Fidelity  Building  at  260  California,  rated  "A"  by 
Heritage  and  "3"  in  the  DCP  inventory,  located  one-half  block  southeast  of  the  site,  the 
Bank  of  California  at  400  California,  noted  above,  rated  "A"  in  the  Heritage  Survey  and 
designated  a  City  landmark,  located  one-half  block  southwest  of  the  site,  and  the  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Substation  J,  rated  "A"  by  Heritage  and  "3"  in  the  DCP  inventory, 
located  one-half  block  west  of  the  site.  A  portion  of  an  historic  structure  at  353 
Sacramento  Street  was  replicated  as  a  facade  for  the  new  structure  at  that  site,  across 
Battery  Street  from  the  project.  It  is  considered  a  "demolished  resource"  by  Heritage. 


The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid  Survivors,  San 
Francisco,  California  Living  Books,  1979. 


Heritage  is  a  non-profit  historic  preservation  organization  that  has  identified  and 
documented  San  Francisco  buildings  that  it  considers  significant,  in  Splendid  Survivors, 
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III.B.  Environmental  Setting: 
Architectural  Resources 


published  in  1979.  See  Appendix  F,  pages  A-60  -  A-61  for  a  discussion  of  its  rating 
system. 

j 

The  Department  of  City  Planning's  architectural  survey  rating  system  progresses  from 
"0"  to  "5",  with  "1"  the  least  important  in  architectural  or  historic  value.  See 
Appendix  F,  pages  A-60  -  A-61  for  a  discussion  of  this  rating  system. 

Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  Determination  of  Eligibility  for  Bank  Building, 
400  Sansome  Street  (for  listing  on  the  National  Register),  December  1982,  pages  3-8.  A 
copy  is  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street, 
Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Final  EIR:  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San 
Francisco,  EE78.207,  certified  June  14,  1979,  page  1. 

The  material  in  this  section  is  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park 
Service,  Ineligibility  Determination  for  Kodak  Building,  (for  listing  in  the  National 
Register),  December  21,  1982,  pages  2-5.  A  copy  of  this  document  is  available  for 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor,  San 
Francisco. 


48 


III. C.  Environmental  Setting: 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

C.    URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  San  Francisco's  Financial  District  (see 
Figure  17,  page  50  for  views  of  the  site).  The  Financial  District  is  characterized  by  a 
variety  of  building  types.  The  most  prominent  buildings  are  the  52-story  Bank  of  America 
headquarters  three  blocks  west  of  the  project  site  at  555  California;  the  48-story 
Transamerica  building  two  blocks  northwest  of  the  site  at  Columbus  and  Montgomery 
Streets;  and  the  48-story  101  California  building  two  blocks  southeast  of  the  site  at 
California  and  Davis  Streets.  There  are  also  one-  and  two-story  low-rise  structures  in  the 
district.  The  north  side  of  Clay  Street  opposite  Parcel  1,  for  example,  is  fronted  by 
several  two-story  structures;  the  single-story  Fugazi  building  fronts  Sansome  Street 
opposite  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  (Parcel  2);  and  the  replicated  facade  of  the  two-story 
280  Battery  Street  building  at  Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets  is  adjacent  to,  and  part  of, 
the  recently  completed  25-story  353  Sacramento  (Daon)  building.  The  ten-story  345 
Sansome  Street  building  is  located  at  Sacramento  and  Sansome  Streets. 

Other  structures  near  the  project  site  that  define  the  eastern  and  northwestern  portions 
of  the  Financial  District  include  the  19-story  old  Transamerica  building  at  Montgomery 
and  Washington  Streets,  the  new  655  Montgomery  building  at  Washington  and  Montgomery 
Streets,  the  20-story  Wells  Fargo  building  at  Sansome  and  Clay  Streets,  the  18-story  Bank 
of  Canton  building  at  Clay  and  Montgomery  Streets  and  the  41-story  One  Embarcadero 
Center  building  at  Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets  opposite  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank. 
The  residential,  25-story  high-rise  structures  of  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  are  located 
about  two  blocks  northeast  of  the  project  site  (see  Figure  10,  page  34).  The  Alcoa 
Building  and  its  elevated  Maritime  Plaza  are  located  just  south  of  the  Golden  Gateway 
Center,  directly  northeast  of  Parcel  1  of  the  project  site.  Embarcadero  Center  buildings 
Two,  Three  and  Four  continue  east  of  Embarcadero  Center  One  and  south  of  the  Golden 
Gateway  Center  buildings. 

Embarcadero  Center  is  one  focal  point  in  the  area.  Street  and  podium  levels  for 
pedestrian  use  serve  as  the  bases  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  buildings,  with  open-air 
seating  and  access  to  retail  shops  and  restaurants.  Decorative  tile  paving,  sculptures  and 
container  plants  make  up  the  pedestrian  element  of  the  Embarcadero  Center.  Regularly 
scheduled  events,  including  concerts,  take  place  at  the  podium  level. 
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PROJECT  SITE  PHOTOGRAPHS 


PARCEL  2 
FEDERAL  RESERVE  BANK 


PARCEL  3 
241  BATTERY 


PARCEL  1 
PARKING  LOT 


FIGURE  17 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


VIEW  EAST  OF  FEDERAL  RESERVE  BANK  BUILDING 
ON  SACRAMENTO  NEAR  SANSOME  STREET 

50 
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III. C  Environmental  Setting: 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 


Building  exteriors  in  the  Financial  District  include  a  variety  of  materials,  such  as  brick, 

terra  cotta,*  stone,  metal,  concrete  and  glass  of  varying  colors.    Buildings  constructed 

before  1950  generally  have  more  surface  ornamentation  than  more  recently  constructed 

highrises.    Bases  of  older  structures  are  typically  one  to  three  stories  and  defined  by  a 
2 

belt  course    on  the  upper  floor  upon  which  the  shaft  (main  part  of  the  structure)  rests. 

3 

The  shaft  typically  is  terminated  by  a  cornice    defining  the  building's  roofline.  In 

contrast,  post-1950  highrises  have  unornamented  exteriors  and  simpler  construction 

4 

techniques  of  steel  framing  and  sprandrels. 

Collectively,  buildings  of  the  Financial  District  form  continuous  streetwalls  or  frontages, 
as  adjacent  buildings  abut  each  other.  The  continuous  street  frontages  of  high-rise 
structures  visually  define  the  gridiron  street  pattern  of  the  Financial  District  to  a  greater 
degree  than  in  other  areas  of  downtown  San  Francisco.  The  Financial  District  is  observed 
by  the  pedestrian  as  an  urban  environment.  Parks  in  the  area  include  Redwood  Park  at 
the  base  of  the  Transamerica  Pyramid,  Portsmouth  Square  on  Kearny  between  Washington 
and  Clay  Streets,  Saint  Mary's  Square  between  California  and  Pine  near  Kearny,  Justin 
Herman  Plaza  at  Market  and  The  Embarcadero,  Sidney  Walton  Park  at  Front  and  Jackson, 
and  Maritime  Plaza  on  the  raised  base  of  the  Alcoa  Building.  In  addition,  the 
Embarcadero  Center  and  Golden  Gateway  areas  provide  publicly  accessible,  privately 
maintained  open  space  within  the  Financial  District.  There  are  occasional  street  trees. 
Windows  at  the  street  level  that  allow  views  into  commercial  spaces  are  the  major 
elements  adding  visual  interest  and  pedestrian  scale  to  the  sidewalk  environment. 

Pedestrian  views  from  the  project  site  are  terminated  to  the  south  by  buildings  fronting 

Market  Street,  to  the  west  by  Nob  Hill  and  to  the  east  by  the  elevated  roadway  of  the 

Embarcadero  Freeway.    The  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive 

Plan  designates  Sacramento  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  as  "excellent"  for  the  quality  of 
5 

views.  A  portion  of  the  Ferry  Building  clock  tower  can  be  seen  above  the  Embarcadero 
Freeway  from  Sacramento  Street  and  the  tower  can  be  seen  from  Commercial  Street 
adjacent  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  (see  Figures  17  and  24,  pages  50  and  90). 
Views  to  outlying  areas  from  street  level  are  largely  confined  to  structures  and 
architectural  features  of  the  Financial  District;  long-range  pedestrian  views  from  the 
project  site  are  non-existent.  The  Bay,  and  East  Bay  and  Marin  County  hillsides  can  be 
viewed  from  upper  floors  of  buildings  within  the  District. 
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A  panoramic  street-level  view  of  the  project  site  and  immediate  vicinity  is  presented  in 
Figure  18,  page  55).  This  figure  provides  a  view  of  many  of  the  features  discussed  in 
this  section. 


Terra  cotta:  unglazed,  fired  clay  used  for  facing  buildings,  ornamentation,  and  roof  and 
floor  tile. 

■ 

Belt  course:  a  horizontal  band  of  stone  or  other  material  projecting  beyond  or  flush  with 
the  face  of  a  building,  often  molded  or  carved. 

Cornice:  a  horizontal  molding  projecting  along  the  top  of  a  building  or  a  level  of  a 
building. 

Spandrel:  in  a  multi-story  building,  a  wall  panel  area  between  the  top  of  a  window  on 
one  level  and  the  sill  (base)  or  a  window  in  the  story  above. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Urban  Design  Plan,  adopted  by  Resolution 
6745  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  August  26,  1971,  page  18. 
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D.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  project  site  is  served  by  a  network  of  local  streets  (see  Figure  19,  page  58).  In  the 
project  vicinity,  Pine  Street  (one-way  westbound)  and  Bush  Street  (one-way  eastbound) 
provide  an  important  east-west  traffic  corridor  through  the  City.  Similarly,  Sansome 
Street  (one-way  northbound)  and  Battery  Street  (one-way  southbound),  which  border  the 
site  on  the  west  and  east,  comprise  a  major  north-south  traffic  corridor  linking  the 
downtown  with  The  Embarcadero  and  northern  waterfront  areas,  as  well  as  Highway  101 
to  the  North  Bay.  Major  access  routes  to  and  from  the  I~80  freeway  include  Main,  Beale, 
Fremont,  First,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets.  All  of  the  foregoing  local  streets  have  been 
designated  "major  thoroughfares"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  Compre- 
hensive Plan.''" 

Regional  access  to  and  from  the  Peninsula  and  East  Bay  is  available  via  1-80  (and  to  U.S. 
Highway  101)  by  freeway  ramps  at  Mission/Main,  Mission/Beale,  Fremont  between  Howard 
and  Folsom,  and  along  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets  at  Fremont,  First,  Third  and  Fourth 
Streets.  Embarcadero  Freeway  (480)  ramps  are  at  Davis/Washington  and  Davis/Clay. 
Access  to  and  from  the  North  Bay  is  less  well  defined,  with  surface  street  connections  to 
either  The  Embarcadero  or  Van  Ness  corridors. 

The  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  District,  in  which  no  off-street  parking  is  required.  In 

addition,  the  site  is  in  an  area  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 

Comprehensive  Plan  as  the  Downtown  Core  Automobile  Control  Area,  where  "a  continuing 

effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle  and  parking 

2 

is  actively  discouraged." 

Commercial  Street  between  Battery  and  Montgomery  Streets  including  the  site  frontage 

3 

is  designated  a  "Part-Time  Pedestrian  Street"  in  the  Downtown  Plan    and  in  the  earlier 

4 

San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study.  A  "Part- 
Time  Pedestrian  Street"  is  defined  as  a  street  in  which  vehicles  are  prohibited  at  certain 
hours  or  where  adjacent  land  uses  are  permitted  to  expand  into  public  rights-of-way.  The 
City  Center  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study  recommends  that  if 
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PANORAMA  STREET-LEVEL  VIEW  cxRFFT 
FROM  BATTERY  STREET  AT  SACRAMENTO  STREET 


NOTE: 

VIEWER  POSITION  ROTATES.  FROM  LEFT  TO  RIGHT,  VIEWER  IS 
LOOKING  EAST  ON  SACRAMENTO  STREET,  SOUTH  ON 
BATTERY  STREET,  WEST  ON  SACRAMENTO  STREET,  AND 
NORTH  ON  BATTERY  STREET. 


o3 
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D.  TRANSPORTATION 

The  project  site  is  served  by  a  network  of  local  streets  (see  Figure  19,  page  58).  In  the 
project  vicinity,  Pine  Street  (one-way  westbound)  and  Bush  Street  (one-way  eastbound) 
provide  an  important  east-west  traffic  corridor  through  the  City.  Similarly,  Sansome 
Street  (one-way  northbound)  and  Battery  Street  (one-way  southbound),  which  border  the 
site  on  the  west  and  east,  comprise  a  major  north-south  traffic  corridor  linking  the 
downtown  with  The  Embarcadero  and  northern  waterfront  areas,  as  well  as  Highway  101 
to  the  North  Bay.  Major  access  routes  to  and  from  the  I~80  freeway  include  Main,  Beale, 
Fremont,  First,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets.  All  of  the  foregoing  local  streets  have  been 
designated  "major  thoroughfares"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  Compre- 
hensive Plan."'' 

Regional  access  to  and  from  the  Peninsula  and  East  Bay  is  available  via  1-80  (and  to  U.S. 
Highway  101)  by  freeway  ramps  at  Mission/Main,  Mission/Beale,  Fremont  between  Howard 
and  Folsom,  and  along  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets  at  Fremont,  First,  Third  and  Fourth 
Streets.  Embarcadero  Freeway  (480)  ramps  are  at  Davis/Washington  and  Davis/Clay. 
Access  to  and  from  the  North  Bay  is  less  well  defined,  with  surface  street  connections  to 
either  The  Embarcadero  or  Van  Ness  corridors. 

The  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  District,  in  which  no  off-street  parking  is  required.  In 

addition,  the  site  is  in  an  area  designated  in  the  Transportation   Element  of  the 

Comprehensive  Plan  as  the  Downtown  Core  Automobile  Control  Area,  where  "a  continuing 

effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle  and  parking 

2 

is  actively  discouraged." 

Commercial  Street  between  Battery  and  Montgomery  Streets  including  the  site  frontage 

3 

is  designated  a  "Part-Time  Pedestrian  Street"  in  the  Downtown  Plan    and  in  the  earlier 

4 

San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study.  A  "Part- 
Time  Pedestrian  Street"  is  defined  as  a  street  in  which  vehicles  are  prohibited  at  certain 
hours  or  where  adjacent  land  uses  are  permitted  to  expand  into  public  rights-of-way.  The 
City  Center  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study  recommends  that  if 
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STREET  NETWORK  AND  TRANSIT  SERVICE         FIGURE  19 
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adjacent  parking  lots  are  replaced  by  pedestrian  -  attracting  uses  on  Commercial  Street 
between  Battery  and  Sansome,  the  following  should  be  provided:  new  trees  on  the  north 
side,  decorative  striping  of  the  roadway,  and  possible  closure  to  vehicles  during  the  lunch 
period. 

In  the  project  vicinity,  Sansome,  Battery,  Sacramento,  Clay,  Montgomery,  Kearny, 
California  and  Market  Streets  are  designated  "transit  streets"  in  the  City's  Comprehensive 
Plan. 

The  project  site  is  within  a  one-quarter  mile  (two-  to  three-block)  walking  distance  of  25 
Muni  bus  and  trolley  lines  plus  the  five  Muni  Metro  light-rail  lines  (via  the  Embarcadero 
Station  four  to  five  blocks  southeast  of  the  site).  Muni  lines  running  on  streets  adjacent 
to  the  proposed  project  site  include  the  following:  the  1-California  and  41-Union  lines 
stop  inbound  on  Clay  Street  near  Sansome;  the  42  Downtown  Loop  stops  inbound  on 
Battery  just  north  of  Sacramento  Street;  the  1  and  41  stop  outbound  on  Sacramento  just 
west  of  Battery;  and  the  41  and  42  stop  outbound  on  Sansome  Street  in  front  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank.  Existing  and  projected  Muni  ridership  and  load  factors  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  IV,  Impacts,  page  69. 

The  project  site  is  within  walking  distance  of  regional  transit  serving  the  East  Bay,  North 
Bay  and  Peninsula.  East  Bay  service  is  available  by  BART  via  Embarcadero  Station  and 
AC  Transit  buses  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  five  blocks  southeast  of  the  site.  North  Bay 
access  (outbound)  on  Golden  Gate  Transit  is  also  available  at  a  Sansome  Street  bus  stop 
adjacent  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  or  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  (buses)  and  the  Ferry 
Building  (ferry  service).  Passenger  drop-off  for  inbound  Golden  Gate  Transit  service  is 
available  on  Battery  Street  adjacent  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank.  Service  to  and  from 
the  Peninsula  is  via  SamTrans  buses  (with  stops  along  Mission  Street)  or  by  BART  service 
to  the  Daly  City  Station.  Southern  Pacific  service  is  available  via  a  transfer  from  Muni 
lines  at  the  Southern  Pacific  Depot  (Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets). 

Where  parking  is  allowed  adjacent  to  the  site  on  Battery  and  Sacramento  Streets,  it  is  in 
metered  commercial  zones  (yellow  zones)  marked  "Trucks  only".  On  Commercial  Street 
there  are  seven  metered  spaces  on  the  south  side  of  the  street.    Existing  parking  on  the 
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project  site  consists  of  75  spaces  in  the  surface  lot  on  parcel  1,  and  27  metered  street 
parking  spaces  on  the  perimeter  of  the  site  (includes  spaces  on  Commercial  and 
Sacramento  Street). 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Element,  adopted  by 
Resolution  6834  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  on  April  27,  1983. 

Ibid.,  page  24. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen 
Review,  August  1983,  page  138,  revised  November  1983,  amended  June,  October  and 
November  1984. 

Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and 
Goods  Movement  Study,  September  1980,  page  30. 
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E.    AIR  QUALITY 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  a  regional  monitoring 
network  which  measures  the  ambient  concentrations  of  six  air  pollutants:  ozone  (O^), 
carbon  monoxice  (CO),  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP),  lead  (Pb),  nitrogen  dioxide 
(NC^),  and  sulfur  dioxide  (SO^).  On  the  basis  of  the  monitoring  data,  the  Bay  Area, 
including  San  Francisco,  currently  is  designated  a  non-attainment  area  with  respect  to  the 
federal  ozone  and  CO  standards.  A  three-year  summary  of  the  data  collected  at  the 
BAAQMD  monitoring  station  nearest  the  project  site  (about  two  miles  south-southeast  of 
the  site  at  900  23rd  St.)  is  shown  in  Appendix  H,  page  A-63,  together  with  the 
corresponding  federal  and/or  state  ambient  air  quality  standards. 

These  data  show  occasional  excesses  of  the  CO  and  TSP  standards.  In  1983,  the  State 
one-hour  average  ozone  standard  was  exceeded  one  time  and  the  State  24-hour  average 
TSP  standard  was  exceeded  four  times.  In  1982,  the  eight-hour  standard  for  CO  was 
exceeded  once  and  the  24-hour  TSP  standard  exceeded  three  times.  The  one-hour  CO 
standard  was  never  exceeded.  (A  more  stringent  one-hour  CO  standard  went  into  effect 
January  15,  1983.)  The  only  air  pollutant  to  exceed  standards  in  1980  and  1981  was  TSP; 
the  24-hour  standard  was  exceeded  six  times  in  1980  and  once  in  1981. 

A  CO  "hotspot"  monitoring  program  was  conducted  at  100  Harrison  Street  during  the 
winter  of  1980-81,  approximately  one  mile  east  of  the  proposed  project.  The  observed 
high  eight-hour  average  concentration  of  7.8  parts  per  million  (ppm)  does  not  exceed  the  9 
ppm  state  standard. ^  The  high  one-hour  average  concentration  of  13  ppm  does  not  exceed 
the  20  ppm  state  standard  or  the  35  ppm  federal  standard.  In  1982,  a  street-level  average 
CO  maximum  of  14.5  ppm  was  measured  at  the  street-level  monitoring  station  at  939  Ellis 
Street  near  Van  Ness  Avenue  about  a  mile  west-northwest  of  the  proposed  project.  This 
data  indicates  that  some  locations  in  San  Francisco,  particularly  those  near  very  high 
traffic  volumes  and  very  congested  traffic  flow,  may  experience  violations  of  the  eight- 
hour  CO  standard  during  adverse  meteorological  conditions. 

Comparisons  of  these  data  with  those  from  other  BAAQMD  monitoring  stations  indicate 
that  San  Francisco's  air  quality  is  among  the  least  degraded  of  all  the  developed  portions 
of  the  Bay  Area.   Two  of  the  three  prevailing  winds,  westerly  and  northwesterly,  blowing 
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off  the  Pacific  Ocean  reduce  the  potential  for  San  Francisco  to  receive  pollutants  from 
elsewhere  in  the  region. 

San  Francisco's  air  quality  problems  (primarily  CO  and  TSP)  are  due  largely  to  pollutant 
emissions  from  within  the  City.  CO  is  a  non-reactive  pollutant  with  one  major  source 
category,  motor  vehicles.  Ambient  CO  concentrations  generally  follow  the  spatial  and 
temporal  distributions  of  vehicular  traffic.  TSP  levels  are  relatively  low  near  the  coast, 
increase  with  distance  inland,  and  peak  in  dry,  sheltered  valleys.  The  primary  sources  of 
TSP  in  San  Francisco  are  demolition  and  construction  activities,  and  motor  vehicle  travel 
over  paved  roads. 

San  Francisco  contributes  to  air  quality  problems  (primarily  ozone  which  is  a  regional 
problem)  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  Ozone  is  not  emitted  directly,  but  is  produced  in 
the  atmosphere  over  time  and  distance  through  a  complex  series  of  photochemical 
reactions  involving  emitted  hydrocarbons  (HC)  and  nitrogen  oxides  (NO  )  which  are 
carried  downwind  as  the  photochemical  reaction  occurs.  Ozone  standards  are  exceeded 
most  often  in  the  Santa  Clara,  Livermore,  and  Diablo  Valleys,  because  local  topography 
and  meteorological  conditions  favor  the  buildup  of  ozone  and  its  precursors  there. 

In  1979,  emissions  from  motor  vehicles  were  the  source  of  94%  of  the  CO,  36%  of  the 
hydrocarbons  (HC),  7%  of  the  TSP,  and  44%  of  the  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  in  San  Francisco, 
while  power  plant  fuel  combustion  was  the  largest  single  source  of  sulfur  oxides,  about 
33%  of  the  total.  These  percentages  are  expected  to  apply  reasonably  well  to  current 
conditions.^ 

In  response  to  the  Bay  Area's  ozone  and  CO  nonattainment  designations,  ABAG, 
BAAQMD,  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  prepared  and  adopted 
the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  which  establishes  pollution  control  strategies  to 
attain  the  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards  by  1987  as  required  by  federal  law.  These 
strategies  were  developed  on  the  basis  of  detailed  subregional  emission  inventories  and 
projections,  and  mathematical  models  of  pollutant  behavior,  and  consist  of  stationary  and 
mobile  source  emission  controls  and  transportation  improvements.  The  BAAQMD,  MTC, 
and  California  Bureau  of  Automotive  Repair  have  primary  responsibility  for  implemen- 
tation of  these  strategies. 
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Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  AQMP  Tech  Memo  40,  "Results  of  the  1980/1981 
Hotspot  Monitoring  Program  for  Carbon  Monoxide,"  Berkeley,  California,  January  1982. 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Base  Year  1979  Emissions  Inventory, 
Summary  Report  (Revised),  San  Francisco,  California,  July  1,  1982. 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  BAAQMD  and  MTC,  1982  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan,  Berkeley,  California,  December  1982. 
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F.      EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

1.  Employment 

Active  uses  on  the  project  site  include  22,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  at  435 
Sacramento  Street  and  15,450  gross  square  feet  of  parking  area  in  a  surface  parking  lot  on 
Parcel  1.  These  uses  generate  one  parking  job  on  Parcel  1  and  62  office  jobs  in  the  435 
Sacramento  Street  building.*  The  site  also  includes  193,000  square  feet  of  vacant,  former 
office  space:  188,000  gsf  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Building  and  5,000  gsf  in  the  241  Battery 
Street  building.  (See  Section  III.B.,  Architectural  Resources,  page  43,  for  a  discussion  of 
the  history  of  the  site.) 

2.  San  Francisco  and  Regional  Office  Space 

a.  Existing  Office  Space  in  San  Francisco 

The  project  site  is  located  north  of  Market  Street  in  the  San  Francisco  financial  district. 

San  Francisco  is  the  major  office  center  in  the  Bay  Area,  with  approximately  60.6  million 

2 

gross  square  feet  of  office  space  at  the  end  of  1982.     The  C-3  District  had  55.3  million 

square  feet  of  office  space  in  1981  and  about  62.1  million  square  feet  of  office  space  in 
3 

1984.  Historical  data  indicate  that  office  space  was  added  at  average  rates  of  1.5 
million  square  feet  per  year  during  the  1970s  and  2.4  million  square  feet  per  year  from 
1980  through  1982.2 

b.  Vacancy  Rates  and  Commercial  Rents 

On  the  basis  of  a  May  1984  survey  of  290  office  buildings,  the  San  Francisco  Buildings 

Owners  and  Managers  Asociation  (BOMA)  reported  a  citywide  vacancy  rate  of  7.0%,  a 

4 

decrease  from  the  7.1%  rate  found  in  the  October  1983  BOMA  survey.  According  to  a 
September  30,  1984  Coldwell  Banker  survey,  the  vacancy  rate  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
office  buildings  (new,  existing  and  major  renovations)  was  9.0%,  an  increase  from  the 
5.9%  reported  in  the  December  1983  Coldwell  Banker  survey.  The  current  9.0%  vacancy 
rate  is  the  fifth  lowest  of  the  28  major  downtown  financial  districts  in  the  United  States 
surveyed  by  Coldwell  Banker.  For  comparison,  as  of  September  1984,  the  vacancy  rate 
was  14.2%  nationally;  10.1%  in  Chicago;  7.1%  in  downtown  Manhattan;  and  15.3%  in 
Dallas.  ^ 
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There  has  been  a  concurrent  demand  for  and  development  of  office  space  elsewhere  in  the 
Bay  Area.  Some  businesses  have  moved  their  clerical,  support  and  production 
departments  to  outlying  areas  while  maintaining  headquarters  and  main  branch  offices  in 
San  Francisco.  In  particular,  the  City  of  Oakland,  and  San  Mateo  and  Contra  Costa 
counties  are  experiencing  increased  demand  for  office  space.  For  example,  about  17 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  is  proposed  or  under  construction  in  San  Mateo 

Q 

County.  This  includes  projects  in  various  stages  of  public  review,  not  all  of  which  may 
be  approved  or  built. 

As  a  result  of  high  demand  and  increasing  operating  costs  in  San  Francisco,  annual  rents 

for  office  space  in  the  downtown  financial  district  increased  steadily  throughout  the  1970s 

7 

to  approximately  $30  per  square  foot  in  1982.      New  buildings  are  able  to  charge  the 

highest  rents,  while  office  rents  in  older  buildings  south  of  Market  are  less  expensive, 

g 

averaging  between  $15  and  $25  per  square  foot.  Rents  for  new  office  space  in  San 
Francisco's  financial  district  ($28  to  $40)  are  about  40-60%  higher  than  commercial  rents 
in  Oakland  ($20  to  $25  per  square  foot);  the  Peninsula  ($18  to  $22  per  square  foot);  and 
Walnut  Creek  ($22  to  $30  per  square  foot).  Should  vacancy  rates  rise,  the  pressure  for 
higher  commercial  office  rents  would  be  expected  to  decline  in  San  Francisco.  A  rising 
vacancy  rate  could  lower  rents  and  increase  lessees'  choice  of  size,  layout  and  location  of 
office  space. 

Approximately  19.0  million  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space  is  currently  proposed  or 
under  construction,  but  not  occupied,  in  San  Francisco.  Of  this  space,  8.7  million  is  under 
formal  review,  4.8  million  has  been  approved  and  an  additional  5.5  million  is  under 
construction  or  newly  constructed.  Table  E~l  in  Appendix  E,  page  A-49,  shows  the 
specific  projects  from  which  these  numbers  are  taken. 

3.      Housing  Supply 

There  were  about  320,230  housing  units  in  San  Francisco  as  of  January  1984,  according  to 

g 

the  State  Department  of  Finance.  About  two-thirds  of  the  stock  is  rented  and  one-third 
is  owner  occupied.  Housing  production  in  the  City  (as  measured  by  building  permits 
issued)  has  heavily  favored  multi-family  housing.  Between  1978  and  1980,  84%  to  87%  of 
building  permits  were  for  multi-family  housing;  in  1981  the  share  of  permits  for  multi- 
family  housing  increased  to  95%. 
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Housing  demand  in  San  Francisco  has  intensified  over  the  past  decade.    The  number  of 

households  increased  from  1970  to  1980  by  1.3%,  despite  a  5.6%  decrease  in  total 

population.  This  reflects  a  decrease  in  the  average  size  of  San  Francisco  households  from 

2.34  persons  to  2.19  persons.**     Although  the  number  of  housing  units  in  the  City 

increased  by  1.9%  over  this  period,  by  1980  the  vacancy  rate,  which  indicates  the  balance 

between  housing  supply  and  demand,  remained  low  at  0.56%  for  owner-occupied  housing 

12 

and  2.68%  for  rental  housing. 

The  percentage  of  San  Francisco's  employed  population  that  works  in  the  City  decreased 

from  more  than  80%  in  1970  to  75%  in  1980.    However,  the  number  of  San  Francisco 

residents  working  in  the  Financial,  Insurance  and  Real  Estate  (FIRE)  sector  increased 

during  this  period  by  more  than  6,000.  This  represents  about  33%  of  the  total  increase  for 

13 

jobs  in  this  sector  of  the  City.  The  Department  of  City  Planning  assumes  that  as  many 
as  40%  of  office  workers  would  desire  to  move  to  San  Francisco  upon  finding  work  in  the 
City. 

The  average  market  value  of  a  single-family  house  in  the  Bay  Area  was  about  $143,000  in 
1983;  the  1983  average  in  San  Francisco  was  about  $156,000.  San  Francisco  experienced 

the  greatest  increase  in  average  market  value  of  all  Bay  Area  cities  over  the  past  five 

15  16 
years.       In  1980  the  median  contract  rent  was  $267,      which  in  1984  dollars  would 

amount  to  more  than  $341. 

The  expansion  of  downtown  office  space  is  a  source  of  pressure  on  San  Francisco's  housing 

demand,  together  with:  the  above-noted  decrease  in  household  size;  increased  land,  labor 

and  materials  costs;  immigration  to  the  U.S.;  high  interest  rates;  and  limited  land  for 

housing.    There  are  also  regional  housing  impacts.    There  were  just  over  two  million 

housing  units  in  the  nine-county  Bay  Area  in  1980.  About  one-third  of  the  units  are  in  the 

East  Bay  (Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  counties),  about  one-third  on  the  Peninsula  (San 

Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  counties),  about  16%  in  San  Francisco,  10%  in  the  North  Bay 

17 

(Marin  and  Sonoma  counties)  and  6%  in  Solano  and  Napa  counties. 

The  limited  information  available  on  housing  production  in  Bay  Area  counties  indicates 
that  markets  have  been  depressed  in  recent  years.  Regionally,  single-family  permits 
declined  in  1979,  1980  and  1981.   Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo  and 
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Sonoma  counties'  single-family  permit  issuances  rose  from  1978  to  1979,  but  declined  in 

1980.  Regional  multi-family  rental  unit  permits  have  declined  every  year  between  1977 

and  1981,  while  condominium  permits  increased  between  1977  and  1980  and  decreased  in 
18 

1981.  The  housing  recovery  trend  in  the  Bay  Area  during  the  fourth  quarter  of  1983 
showed  a  gain  of  99%  over  the  level  reported  during  the  fourth  quarter  of  1982  for  total 
permits  issued."^ 

4.  Fiscal 

Existing  uses  on  the  project  site  generate  revenues  from  property  tax,  business  tax, 
parking  tax,  utility  users'  tax,  and  sales  tax  totalling  approximately  $526,630. 

Sales  tax  revenues  generated  on  the  site  by  the  one-half  percent  BART  sales  tax  are  about 
$405.  Of  this  total,  BART  receives  approximately  $304  directly  and  the  remaining  $101  is 
distributed  by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  among  BART,  Muni  and  AC 
Transit. 


Areas  per  City  Assessor's  records  and  EIP  field  check.  Employment  estimates  based  on 
letter  from  project  sponsor,  dated  June  21,  1984. 

i 

'San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Major  Office  Building  Construction  in  San 
Francisco  Through  1982,  March  15,  1983. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  FEIR,  EE81.3,  certified 
October  18,  1984,  pages  IV.B.2  and  IV.B.17. 

Elmer  Johnson,  Building  Owners  and  Managers  Association,  telephone  conversation, 
February  21,  1984.  Updated  November  12,  1984. 

Coldwell  Banker,  Office  Vacancy  Index  of  the  United  States,  September  30,  1984.  San 
Francisco  vacancy  rates  are  gathered  as  part  pf  a  quarterly  survey  of  28  major  downtown 
districts  throughout  the  nation.  A  copy  of  the  September  1984  survey  is  on  file  and 
available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister 
Street,  Fifth  Floor. 

Proposed  Specific  Plan;  Bayshore  Office  Park  and  Baylands  Development  Area, 
Brisbane,  California,  July  1982,  and  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Travel 
Impacts  of  Proposed  Development  on  the  Peninsula  Along  Route  101,  September  9,  1982. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  EE81.3,  certified 
October  18,  1984,  pages  IV.B.  4-5. 

j 

William  Cumbelich,  Senior  Sales  Consultant,  Office  Building  Specialist,  Coldwell  Banker, 
telephone  conversation,  February  24,  1984. 

California  Department  of  Finance,  Population  Research  Unit,  Population  and  Housing 
Estimates  for  California  Cities  and  Counties,  Summary  Report  E-5,  April  27,  1984. 

ABAG,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Housing  Activity  Report,  No.  4,  May  1982,  page  21. 

Department  of  City  Planning,  Residence  Element;  A  Proposal  For  Citizen  Review,  June 
1982,  Table  4. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1980  Census  Information,  File  STF  1-A,  Report  #4,  March 
1982,  Tables  25  and  26. 

U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Population  Census  1970  and  1980,  and  County  Business 
Patterns  1970  and  1980. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
Interim  Guidelines,  January  22,  1982. 

Real  Estate  Research  Council  of  Northern  California,  Northern  California  Real  Estate 
Report,  Vol.  34,  No.  3,  1984. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1980  Census  Information,  File  STF1-A,  Report  #4- 
Housing,  Table  44,  March  1982.  Adjusted  to  1984  dollars  based  on  a  27.9%  increase  in 
the  Consumer  Price  Index. 


Real  Estate  Research  Council  of  Northern  California,  Northern  California  Real  Estate 
Report,  Vol.  33,  No.  1,  April  1981.  Updated  to  October  1982  per  James  Davis,  Executive 
Director,  telephone  conversation,  December  28,  1982. 

ABAG,  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Housing  Activity  Report,  No.  4,  May  1982. 

Real  Estate  Research  Council  of  Northern  California,  Real  Estate  and  Mortgage  Finance 
Trends,  No.  154,  March  1,  1984. 
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IV.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


An  Initial  Study  was  prepared  for  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  to  identify 
potential  environmental  issues  that  could  result  from  the  proposed  project;  these  issues 
are  covered  in  this  EIR.  Certain  potential  environmental  issues  were  determined  to  be 
insignificant  and  are  therefore  not  addressed  in  this  EIR.  These  include  obtrusive  light 
and  glare;  relocation;  operational  noise;  operational  air  quality  and  odors/burning  of 
materials;  biology;  geology  and  topography;  water;  hazards;  utilities  and  public  services; 
and  cultural  resources.  A  copy  of  the  Final  Initial  Study  is  attached  to  this  report  as 
Appendix  A,  page  A-l. 

Some  of  the  matters  covered  in  the  EIR  are  not  physical  environmental  impacts  as  defined 
under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  They  are  included  in  the  EIR  for 
informational  purposes  only. 

A.    LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

1.     Land  Use 

The  project,  a  mixed-use  office,  hotel  and  retail  development,  would  increase  the 
intensity  of  uses  on  the  project  site.  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  would  be 
remodeled  for  office  and  retail  use  and  linked  to  two  new  structures,  to  the  north  and 
south,  by  pedestrian  bridges  and  walkways.  A  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street  would 
link  Embarcadero  Center  West  to  Embarcadero  Center  One,  continuing  the  elevated 
pedestrian  system  of  the  Embarcadero  Center.  The  project  is  intended  as  the  western 
part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  development.  The  proposed  Embarcadero  Center  West 
would  include  new  construction  on  a  surface  parking  lot,  adaptive  reuse  of  the  vacant 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  and  demolition  of  the  vacant  office/warehouse  building  at 
241  Battery.  The  top  two  floors  within  the  435  Sacramento  Street  structure  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  project;  the  three  levels  of  parking  would  remain  and  are  not  part  of 
the  project. 
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The  total  project  including  office,  hotel,  retail,  mechanical,  service,  parking  and  public 
open  space  would  contain  approximately  1,110,500  gsf.  Deducting  existing  on-site  office 
space  in  the  435  Sacramento  building  (22,000  gsf),  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  project 
would  include  approximately  589,000  gsf  of  net  new  and  redeveloped  office  space,  254,000 
gsf  of  hotel  space,  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space  and  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space.  A  total 
of  193,000  gsf  (188,000  gsf  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  5,000  gsf  at  241  Battery 
Street)  was  formerly  office  space  and  is  currently  vacant,  having  been  vacated  in  1982 
when  the  Federal  Reserve  moved  its  operations  to  Market  Street. 

2.  Zoning 

The  project  would  comply  with  the  400-foot  height  limit  for  the  portion  of  the  site 
proposed  for  the  hotel  and  450-foot  limit  for  the  site  of  the  proposed  office  highrise  (1979 
Planning  Code).  The  hotel  would  be  250  feet  high  and  the  office  highrise  would  be  400 
feet  high. 

The  hotel  would  be  164  feet  long,  6  feet  less  than  the  maximum  permitted  170  feet,  and 
its  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  189  feet  would  be  11  feet  less  than  the  maximum 
permitted  diagonal  dimension  of  200  feet  (both  applicable  above  a  height  of  150  feet). 
Subject  to  the  same  maximum  length  and  diagonal  dimensions,  the  office  highrise  would 
also  comply  with  bulk  limitations,  with  a  maximum  length  of  125  feet  (45  feet  less  than 
the  maximum  allowable  length)  and  a  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  194  feet  (6  feet  less 
than  the  maximum  allowable  diagonal). 

The  project's  total  gross  office,  hotel,  and  retail  area  of  924,500  gsf  would  yield  a  FAR  of 
13:1,  less  than  the  14:1  maximum  permitted  in  the  C-3-0  district  (1979  Planning  Code, 
pre-Downtown  Plan).  This  total  includes  the  902,500  gsf  of  new  construction  and 
redevelopment  of  existing  space  and  22,000  gsf  of  existing  office  space  to  be  retained. 
Table  4,  page  71,  sets  forth  height,  bulk  and  FAR  limits  for  the  site.  For  a  discussion  of 
the  project  in  relation  to  the  Downtown  Plan  guidelines  for  the  site,  see  Table  4,  and  the 
Downtown  Plan  alternative,  page  208.  Downtown  Plan  requirements  are  also  set  forth  by 
topic  in  this  chapter. 
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IV.A.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Land  Use  and  Zoning 


3.   Relationship  of  the  Project  to  the  Master  Plan 

The  Commerce  and  Industry  and  Land  Use  Elements  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive 
Plan  contain  statements  of  goals,  objectives  and  policies  that  relate  to  the  Embarcadero 
Center  West  project.  From  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  the  following  objectives 
are  applicable.1 

Objective  6:  "Maintain  and  improve  San  Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  location  for 
financial,  administrative,  corporate  and  professional  activity."  (page  24) 

Objective  6,  Policy  2:  "Guide  location  of  office  development  to  maintain  a  compact 
downtown  core  so  as  to  minimize  displacement  of  other  viable  uses."  (page  25) 

Objective  6,  Policy  3:  "Assure  that  downtown  development  is  compatible  with  the 
design  and  character  of  San  Francisco."  (page  25) 

Object  ive  7,  Policy  1;  "Assure  a  strong  interrelationship  between  downtown  specialty 
shopping,  cultural  entertainment  and  visitor  accommodation  activities."  (page  28) 

Construction  of  589,000  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space,  and  24,315  gross  square 
feet  of  net  new  retail  space,  and  35,185  gsf  of  net  new  restaurant  space  proposed  for  the 
project  is  intended  to  meet  needs  of  San  Francisco's  expanding  financial,  insurance  and 
real  estate  (FIRE)  sector,  as  well  as  administrative  activities.  This  would  respond  to 
Objective  6,  above.  Regarding  Objective  6,  Policy  2,  the  project  would  not  displace  uses 
except  for  a  parking  lot,  as  all  site  buildings  are  vacant  (except  for  435  Sansome,  which  is 
occupied  and  would  be  retained  in  its  current  use).  There  would  be  an  increase  of  59,500 
gsf  of  retail  and  restaurant  space  on  the  site. 

Regarding  Objective  6,  Policy  3,  the  project  would  spread  the  development  form  of  the 
Embarcadero  Center  farther  west.  This  distinctive  development  form  has  generated  a 
successful  combination  of  office  and  retail  activity.  It  is  different  in  character  and  form 
from  surrounding  developments  in  the  Financial  District  in  its  configuration  of  retail  uses 
recessed  from  the  street,  podium-level  commercial  development  and  open  space  with 
office  towers  above. 

Decision  makers  would  need  to  consider  the  project  in  relation  to  existing  development 
including  both  existing  low-rise  traditional  Financial  District  development  and 
development  forms  like  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center. 
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The  Embarcadero  and  Golden  Gateway  areas  are  specifically  mentioned  in  Objective  7, 
Policy  1,  discussion  in  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  as  areas  in  which  linkages 
between  office  development,  visitor  facilities  and  parking  should  be  protected.  The  hotel 
included  in  the  project  is  intended  to  be  such  a  link.  There  is  no  existing  retail  use  on  the 
project  site.  The  project  would  include  24,315  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  intended 
for  use  by  people  who  live  and  work  downtown,  and  by  tourists  and  visitors  using  the  hotel. 

4.  The  Downtown  Plan 

In  August  1983,  the  Department  of  City  Planning  published  the  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal 
for  Citizen  Review,  revised  November,  1983,  amended  in  June,  October,  and  November 
1984.  The  Plan  contains  comprehensive  changes  in  controls  of  the  scale,  intensity  and 
location  of  growth  in  downtown  San  Francisco;  architectural  preservation;  open  space; 
sunlight  access;  wind  criteria;  and  transportation. 

The  relationship  of  the  project  to  major  provisions  of  the  Plan  is  discussed  below  and  by 
appropriate  topic  in  this  chapter,  and  summarized  in  Table  4.  (See  Section  VII, 
Alternatives,  page  202,  for  an  alternative  conforming  to  the  Plan.) 

The  project  would  be  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan  due  to  the 

filing  of  a  building  permit  application  (Application  Nos.  8305676,  8305675,  and  8305677) 

2 

on  June  15,  1983,  before  the  Downtown  Plan  was  published.  The  Amended  Code 
exempts: 

"integrated  development  projects  involving  the  substantial  rehabilitation  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  buildings  designated  as  landmarks  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
pursuant  to  Article  10  of  this  Code  and  for  which  a  building  permit  application  and 
an  application  for  environmental  review  has  been  filed  with  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  prior  to  October  11,  1984.  "Integrated  development"  means  a  project 
involving  several  buildings  which  are  integrated  with  rehabilitation  of  a  landmark 
designated  pursuant  to  Article  10  of  this  Code  and  which  are  located  on  sites  that, 
but  for  separations  by  a  street  or  alley,  are  adjacent  to  such  landmark." 

The  project  would  conform  to  Downtown  Plan  regulations  for  building  height,  open  space 
provision,  sunlight  access,  incorporation  of  artwork,  and  off-street  loading  and  parking. 
The  project  would  not  conform  with  Downtown  Plan  regulations  for  bulk,  FAR,  wind 
impacts,  and  upper  tower  volume  control. 
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The  Downtown  Plan  changes  the  base  FAR  for  the  C-3-0  district,  including  the  project 
site,  from  14:1  to  10:1,  and  excludes  ground-floor  retail,  building  service  and  internal 
circulation  areas  from  the  FAR  calculation,  up  to  75%  of  the  interior  building  and 
groundfloor  open  space  area.  Development  greater  than  the  base  10:1  FAR  is  allowable 
through  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDR)  from  sites  with  undeveloped  potential  floor 
area  within  the  same  zoning  district,  including  architecturally  significant  buildings  or  new 
parks  or  open  space.  The  increased  floor  area  on  the  site  receiving  TDRs,  however,  may 
not  exceed  the  Plan's  height,  bulk  and  other  controls  for  the  receiver  site.  TDR  is  not 
permitted  during  the  period  of  interim  controls  but  is  provided  for  in  the  permanent 
controls  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission,  November  29,  1984. 

The  project's  total  gross  floor  area,  at  a  13:1  FAR  (924,500  gsf),  would  be  about  213,060 
gsf  greater  than  the  base  711,440  gsf  allowable  under  the  Plan  (10:1  FAR  on  the  71,144- 
square-foot  site).  As  calculated  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  the  project  would  have  a  FAR 
of  12.5:1,  approximately  179,300  gsf  greater  than  the  allowable  base  FAR  under  the  Plan. 

The  proposed  hotel  would  be  in  a  250  height  and  bulk  district,  under  the  Downtown  Plan. 
At  250  feet,  the  hotel  would  be  within  the  height  limit.  The  proposed  office  highrise 
would  be  in  a  Downtown  Plan  400-S  height  and  bulk  district.  At  400  feet,  the  office 
structure  would  conform  to  the  proposed  height  limit.  The  "S"  bulk  designation  controls 
building  dimensions,  floor  sizes  and  bulk  through  Downtown  Plan  Bulk  Control  Zone  Charts 
A  and  B  (page  86  of  the  Plan).  Essentially,  these  require  setbacks,  smaller  floor  sizes  and 
slimmer  building  profiles  as  building  height  increases.  For  the  proposed  250-  and  400-foot 
buildings  on  the  project  site,  the  controls  require  (1)  a  base  zone,  related  to  the  width  of 
the  widest  abutting  street  (in  this  case,  Clay  Street  (72  feet)  for  the  hotel  and  Battery 
Street  (60  feet)  for  the  office  highrise)  delineated  by  (2)  a  setback,  cornice  or  other 
architectural  feature,  and  (3)  a  lower  tower  zone  that  could  be  developed  out  to  the  lot 
lines  (if  there  were  no  setbacks  from  the  base).  Additionally,  an  upper  tower  zone  would 
begin  at  a  height  of  160  feet  for  the  hotel  and  250  feet  for  the  office  highrise;  average 
floor  area  in  this  zone  could  not  exceed  12,000  square  feet,  and  building  volume  would  be 
required  to  be  reduced  by  about  20%,  compared  to  a  straight  vertical  extension  of  the 
lower  tower.  The  hotel  on  Parcel  1  would  require  a  5%  reduction  in  volume  to  conform  to 
Bulk  Control  Chart  B,  while  the  office  tower  on  Parcel  3  would  require  a  6%  volume 
i  aduction  to  conform  to  the  same  chart. 
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Optional  upper  tower  extensions  are  permitted,  to  allow  for  flexibility  of  design  and  to 
encourage  slender  and  more  sculptured  building  tops.  Option  1  allows  a  10%  increase  in 
permitted  building  height,  with  further  reduction  of  upper  tower  volume,  controlled  by 
Bulk  Control  Zone  Chart  B.  Option  II  permits  mechanical  equipment,  decorative  roof 
construction,  or  usable  penthouse  space  above  the  height  limit,  within  the  volume  formed 
by  planes  sloping  inward  from  the  outer  edge  of  the  roof  at  a  50-degree  angle  with  the 
horizontal.  The  Plan  allows  steeples,  pylons  or  other  features  with  a  cross-sectional  area 
of  less  than  100  square  feet,  with  additional  height  of  up  to  75  feet.  The  Plan  requires 
that  new  buildings  have  distinctive  building  tops,  such  as  cornices,  parapets,  hip  roofs  or 
domes.  The  proposed  structures  on  Parcels  1  and  3  are  designed  with  stepbacks  that 
would  articulate  building  facades  at  upper  levels,  resulting  in  more  sculptured  building 
tops.  The  office  tower  on  Parcel  3  would  have  additional  facade  treatment  on  the 
building  top  that  would  respond  to  the  Plan. 

The  Plan  requires  separation  of  towers:  a  minimum  of  15  feet  between  165-300  feet,  and 
up  to  35  feet  above  300  feet.  The  project  would  not  provide  tower  separation;  the  project 
could  be  exempted  under  Section  132.1(c)  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  Plan  requires  usable  public  indoor  or  outdoor  open  space  as  part  of  new  downtown 

development.     In  the  C-3-0  district,  a  1:50  ratio  of  open  space  to  building  space  is 

required.  The  Plan  allows  the  open  space  requirement  of  new  buildings  to  be  met  off-site 

by  the  project  sponsor  by  development,  or  funding  of  development,  of  open  space  on  pubiic 

land.    Applied  to  the  project,  the  1:50  ratio  would  yield  a  17,815  gsf  foot  requirement. 

Approximately  19,000  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open  space,  or  about  1,185  gsf  more  than 

required,  is  proposed  as  part  of  the  project.   Publicly  accessible  open  space  would  include 

11,000  gsf  of  Commercial  Street  between  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets,  which  would  be 

converted  into  a  landscaped  pedestrian  area.    The  Plan  has  identified  that  segment  of 

Commercial  Street  between  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets  as  a  "Part-time  pedestrian" 

Street,  where  the  street  would  be  devoted  exclusively  to  pedestrians  between  11  a.m.  and 

3 

2  p.m.  during  weekdays.     Thus,  the  project  would  respond  to  the  Plan. 
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San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  adopted  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  8001,  June  29,  1978,  pages  24-26. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Amendments  to  the  City  Planning  Code  to 
Implement  the  Downtown  Plan,  Section  175.2(a)(2)(A),  November  29,  1984,  page  34. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen 
Review,  August  1983,  revised  November,  1983,  and  amended  June,  October,  and 
November,  1984,  page  126. 
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B.    ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

The  proposed  project  would  include  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building 
and  demolition  of  the  241  Battery  Street  (Eastman  Kodak)  building.  Both  buildings  are 
rated  "B"  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.  "B"-rated 
buildings  are  defined  by  Heritage  as  buildings  of  major  importance,  having  individual 
importance  by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical  and  environmental  criteria  (see  Section 
III.B.,  pages  43-48,  and  Appendix  F). 

Both  buildings  are  also  on  the  City's  List  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant 
buildings  in  the  Downtown.  This  list,  adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission,  generally 
includes  buildings  rated  "A"  or  "B"  by  Heritage.  The  purpose  of  the  list  is  to  advise 
developers  and  building  owners  of  the  importance  the  City  places  upon  the  buildings' 
conservation  and  to  recognize  the  intent  of  the  Director  of  Planning  to  recommend 
disapproval  of  proposals  to  demolish  a  building,  or  buildings,  on  the  List. 

The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  City  Landmark  No.  158,  has  been  determined  to  be 

eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.1     The  241  Battery 

2 

building  has  been  determined  to  be  ineligible  for  listing.       Both  determinations  were 

3 

reviewed  and  concurred  with  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer. 

On  October  31,  1982,  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  entered  into  a  Rehabilitation  Agreement 
(with  Heritage  and  the  project  sponsor)  calling  for  the  protection  and  careful  rehabilita- 
tion of  the  bank  building  as  an  architecturally  significant  structure.  The  agreement 
makes  several  provisions  to  ensure  that  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  be  preserved  as 
a  City  landmark.  Heritage  is  to  "meet  and  consult"  with  the  project  sponsor  "with  regard 
to  the  development  and  submission  of  a  rehabilitation  plan  for  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building."  In  addition,  the  sponsor  is  to  submit  the  rehabilitation  plan  for  the  bank 
building  in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  historic  preservation  standards 
"prior  to  undertaking  any  construction  or  rehabilitation  work  on  any  of  the  Bank 
properties."  Heritage  agreed  that  "it  will  not  object  to  any  proposal"  by  the  sponsor  but 
will  instead  "rely  upon  the  Secretary's  interpretation  of  the  Secretary's  standards." 
Further,  Heritage  agreed  to  support  those  portions  of  the  rehabilitation  plan  with  which  it 
concurs.     The  Rehabilitation  Agreement  stipulates  that  before  any  construction  or 
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rehabilitation  work  begins  on  the  bank  building,  the  project  sponsor  must  comply  with  the 
following: 

•  the  rehabilitation  plan  for  the  bank  building  must  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  as  meeting  the  Secretary's  standards,  or 

•  if  the  Secretary  rejects  the  rehabilitation  plan,  the  project  sponsor  may  enter  into 
a  written  agreement  with  Heritage  that  describes  a  rehabilitation  plan  acceptable 
to  both  parties. 

Rehabilitation  is  to  include  the  preservation  of  the  following  interior  portions  of  the  bank 
building: 

•  the  lobby,  subject  to  modification  to  allow  for  proper  vertical  circulation  within 
the  bank  building  with  respect  to  both  elevator  and  stairwell  installations 

•  the  banking  hall,  subject  to  some  reduction  in  length 

•  the  murals  in  the  lobby. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  include  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  building,  which  would  conform  to  applicable  building  and  safety  codes.  Rehabili- 
tation is  to  include  the  preservation  of  the  present  exterior  of  the  bank  building,  with  the 
following  exceptions  and  additions: 

•  The  recessed  portion  of  the  upper  floors  onthe  Commercial  Street  side  of  the  bank 
building  may  be  built  out  to  the  predominant  roof  and  sidewall  lines. 

•  The  motor  security  platform  adjacent  to  the  Battery  Street  side  of  the  bank 
building  is  to  be  removed  and  replaced  with  a  two-story  structure  containing 
primarily  retail  uses.  It  is  to  be  designed  to  link  with  the  two  newly  constructed 
project  structures  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  building  and  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  development  via  pedestrian  bridges  and  walkways. 

The  project  would  not  include  build  out  of  the  recessed  portion  of  the  upper  floors  on  the 
Commercial  Street  side,  as  allowed  under  the  agreement. 

The  architectural  firm  of  Kaplan  McLaughlin  and  Diaz  (KMD)  has  been  retained  as  a 
subcontractor  to  John  Port  man  Associates  to  rehabilitate  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building,  and  would  be  responsible  for  design  development  and  construction  supervision. 
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KMD  plans  to  restructure  the  building  to  meet  current  seismic  standards  as  required  by 
the  Building  Code,  while  keeping  intact  the  original  facade  and  exterior  details  of  the 
building  (for  example,  any  replacement  of  windows  or  other  elements  would  replicate 
existing  ones).  A  new  portico  would  be  constructed  on  the  Battery  Street  elevation  that 
would  duplicate  in  style  and  details  the  existing  entrance  portico  on  Sansome.  See 
Figures  2,  15,  and  18,  pages  19,  44,  and  55,  for  figures  of  the  proposed  Battery  Street 
elevation,  the  existing  Sansome  Street  portico,  and  the  existing  Battery  Street  view.  The 
proposed  portico/addition  is  shown  on  Figure  20,  page  82. 

The  project  would  demolish  the  241  Battery  Street  (Eastman  Kodak)  building,  which  is 

rated  "B"  by  Heritage  and  determined  to  be  ineligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register 

of  Historic  Places.     In  its  determination  of  ineligibility,     the  National  Park  Service 

(keeper  of  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places)  found  that  the  architectural  firm  of 

Bliss  and  Faville  is  "clearly  important  in  the  historic  development  of  San  Francisco,"  and 

that  the  building  is  a  less  significant  example  of  their  work  in  comparison  to  other  exist- 

2 

ing  buildings  by  the  firm.  The  Park  Service  further  stated  that  the  building's  integrity 
"has  been  diminished  by  the  addition  of  a  top  story  not  in  keeping  with  its  original  design" 
and  "the  building  has  not  been  shown  to  have  important  historical  associations." 

Because  of  the  structure's  "B"  rating,  demolition  plans  would  require  Discretionary 
Review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  pursuant  to  CPC  Resolution  8600. 


Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service,  Determination  of  Eligibility  for  Bank 
Building,  400  Sansome  Street,  December  10,  1982,  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 

Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service,  Ineligibility  Determination  For  Kodak 
Building,  December  21,  1982,  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister, 
Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 

Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  Office  of  Historic  Preservation, 
letters  of  November  29,  1982  and  December  1,  1982,  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 
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C.    URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 

The  proposed  project  would  include  construction  of  a  24-story  hotel  (Parcel  1),  a  33-story 
office  tower  above  a  retail  podium  (Parcel  3)  and  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  building  on  Parcel  2  (see  Section  II.C,  Project  Description,  page  12).  Pedestrian 
bridges  would  connect  the  project  buildings  and  link  the  project  to  the  Battery  Street 
frontage  of  One  Embarcadero  Center,  east  of  the  project  site.  The  following  analysis 
compares  the  project  to  the  policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San  Francisco 
Comprehensive  Plan.1  The  Urban  Design  Element  serves  as  a  guide  in  the  design  and 
construction  of  new  buildings  to  prevent  the  urban  environment  from  being  adversely 
disrupted. 

Major  New  Development 

Policy  5;  "Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  City  pattern 
and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing  development."  (page  36) 

Policy  6:  "Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to 
avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new  construction."  (page  37) 

The  Financial  District  in  the  area  of  the  proposed  project  is  comprised  of  buildings  that 
range  from  one  to  52  stories  in  height  (as  noted  in  Section  III.C,  Urban  Design  and  Visual 
Quality,  page  49.  Many  of  the  tallest  and  newest  high-rise  buildings  in  the  City  are 
located  in  this  district  along  with  numerous  older,  smaller-scale  buildings.  The  character 
of  the  project  area  is,  therefore,  one  of  distinct  contrasts  in  the  height,  bulk,  style  and 
scale  of  individual  buildings. 

The  proposed  24-story  hotel  structure  on  Parcel  1  and  the  proposed  33-story  structure  on 
Parcel  3  would  be  immediately  north  and  south,  respectively,  of  the  restored  9.5-story 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  on  Parcel  2.  Both  the  style  and  scale  of  the  proposed 
structures  for  Parcels  1  and  3  would  contrast  with  the  Neo-Classic  style  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  building,  as  well  as  with  other  older  buildings,  particularly  to  the  south 
along  California  Street.  The  proposed  development  on  Parcels  1  and  3  would  be 
comparable  in  height  and  bulk  to  other  high-rise  buildings  in  the  project  area. 
Embarcadero  Center  One,  directly  east  of  Parcel  2,  is  41  stories  tall.  The  29-story  Alcoa 
building  rises  above  a  2-story  base  immediately  northeast  of  Parcel  1.  The  proposed  24- 
story  structure  on  Parcel  1  would  relate  to  the  48-story  Transamerica  building  one  block 


83 


IV.C.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 

to  the  northwest  and  to  a  group  of  high-rise  structures  at  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and 
Clay  Streets.  The  height  of  the  35-story  structure  proposed  for  Parcel  3  would  be  taller 
than  the  high-rise  structures  at  353  Sacramento  Street  (25  stories)  across  Battery  Street 
and  the  California  First  Bank  building  at  350  California  Street  (22  stories)  south  of  the 
project  site,  and  lower  than  the  333  (345)  California  building  currently  under  construction 
(47  stories)  south  of  the  project  site.  The  bulk  of  the  Parcel  3  structure  would  be  less 
than  the  333  California  building,  and  greater  than  that  of  the  other  structures. 

The  proposed  structures  on  Parcel  1  and  3  would  be  larger  in  scale  and  size  than  existing 
low-rise  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  single-story  Fugazi  building  lies  directly 
west  of  Parcel  2  on  Sansome  Street  and  a  number  of  two-story  structures  lie  immediately 
north  of  Parcel  1  on  Clay  Street.  Small-scale  and  mid-sized  buildings  in  the  project  area 
are  also  located  southwest  of  the  project  site  at  350  Sansome  Street,  and  near  the 
proposed  structure  on  Parcel  3.  The  older  and  newer  portions  of  353  Sacramento  Street 
combine  the  scale  of  an  older  building  with  that  of  more  recent  development.  The 
preservation  and  restoration  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  would  preserve  intact  a 
building  representative  in  scale  and  similar  in  size  to  other,  older  mid-rise  buildings  in  the 
project  area.  The  proposed  development  of  Parcel  3  would  incorporate  at  its  base  an 
older,  smaller-scale,  three-story  structure  at  435  Sacramento  Street. 

Major  New  Development 

Policy  1;  "Promote  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and  transitions  between  new 
and  older  buildings."  (page  36) 

Policy  2:  "Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which 
will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public  importance."  (page  36) 

Conservation 

Policy  6;  "Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings."  (page  24) 

As  noted  previously  (Section  III.C,  page  49),  there  is  a  mix  of  architectural  styles,  colors 
and  construction  materials  in  the  Financial  District.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  project 
architects  to  relate  the  design  of  the  proposed  structures  to  buildings  of  the  Embarcadero 
Center  and  thus  extend  westward  the  characteristic  building  forms  of  Embarcadero 
Center.  The  proposed  hotel  on  Parcel  1  would  rise  above  a  podium  set  at  the  same  height 
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as  the  existing  podium  for  One  Embarcadero  Center.  Vertical  elements  comprised  of  a 
set  of  bay  windows  on  the  north-and  south-facing  elevations  of  the  tower  portion  of  the 
proposed  hotel  would  relate  to  the  vertical  design  of  One  Embarcadero  Center.  The  hotel 
structure's  bulk  would  appear  less  because  the  south  elevation  of  the  building  would  be 
recessed  from  the  property  line  at  the  intersection  of  Commercial  and  Battery  Streets. 
The  building's  roof  would  be  set  back  from  the  Battery  Street  property  line  and  stepped 
down  from  west  to  east  in  eight  steps  from  a  maximum  height  of  241  feet  to  172  feet  at 
the  Battery  Street  frontage  (see  Figures  2,  3,  and  30,  pages  19,  20,  and  99). 

The  proposed  office  tower  on  Parcel  3  would  be  larger  than  the  hotel  on  Parcel  1  and 
would  contain  symmetrical  setbacks  on  the  top  of  the  building  along  the  north-and  south- 
facing  elevations.  The  setbacks  would  begin  at  352  feet  on  the  north  elevation  of  the 
project  and  364  feet  on  the  south  elevation.  The  building  would  attain  a  maximum  height 
of  400  feet  on  its  south-  and  north-facing  elevations,  and  a  total  height  of  416  feet 
(including  mechanical  penthouse)  in  the  midsection  of  the  building.  Setbacks  in  the  upper- 
tower  portion  of  the  structure  would  modulate  the  building  silhouette  and  massing.  (See 
Figures  2,  4,  and  5,  pages  19,  21,  and  22). 

The  skin  of  the  proposed  buildings  would  be  light-grey  concrete  and  the  glass  would  have  a 
2 

light-bronze  tint.  The  architects  intend  not  to  duplicate  the  design  of  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  buildings,  but  to  maintain  compatibility  between  the  project  and  the 
Embarcadero  Center.  The  size  of  the  proposed  buildings'  windows  would  vary,  but  would 
generally  be  based  on  the  arrangement  and  use  of  internal  building  spaces  to  be 
compatible  with  the  narrow,  vertical  fenestration  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  buildings. 
The  light-colored  skin  of  the  project  buildings  is  intended  to  blend  in  with  the  light-grey 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  other  building  colors  in  the  area  that  include  light  tans, 
beiges,  reds  and  medium  blue-green.  Preservation  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  would 
respond  to  Policy  6  by  the  incorporation  of  this  older  development  within  the  project.  The 
design  of  the  new  buildings  would  contrast  with  the  design  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building.  This  is  particularly  true  of  the  form  relationship  between  the  proposed  hotel  and 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  where  the  angular  shape  of  the  hotel  wall  would 
contrast  with  the  classically  styled  facade  of  the  bank.  The  architects  intend  that  the 
contrast  appear  less,  by  elevating  the  angular  portion  of  the  hotel  and  recessing  it  at  the 
podium  level  from  the  property  line  at  Commercial  Street. 
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City  Pattern  Policy  1;  "Recognize  and  protect  major  views  in  the  City,  with 
particular  attention  to  those  of  open  space  and  water."  (page  10) 

The  proposed  buildings  would  obstruct  street-level  and  low-rise  building  views  from  the 
north,  south,  east  and  west  of  the  project  site.  Views  would  also  be  obstructed  from  the 
upper  floors  of  adjacent  buildings  with  a  height  greater  than  160  feet,  the  height  of  the 
tallest  existing  structure  on  the  project  site.  The  degree  of  view  blockage  would  vary, 
depending  on  observer  position  and  elevation  with  respect  to  the  location  of  the  proposed 
structures.  Because  project  buildings  would  rise  above  adjacent  buildings  on  the  project 
block,  their  upper  floors  would  provide  new  views  of  the  Financial  District  and  other  parts 
of  San  Francisco,  the  Bay  and  hillsides  of  the  East  Bay  and  Marin  County. 

Buildings  opposite  the  project  block  on  the  west  and  east  would  have  mid-range  views 
obstructed  to  varying  degrees.  The  lower  floors  of  existing  buildings  along  Sansome 
Street  that  have  no  views  to  outlying  areas  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposed 
buildings.  However,  upper  floors  of  the  west-face  of  One  Embarcadero  Center  at 
Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets  would  have  westward  views  obstructed  in  a  horizontal 
plane  of  about  20-30  degrees.  Views  southeast  from  the  Wells  Fargo  building  at  Clay  and 
Sansome  Streets  would  be  obstructed  over  about  a  15~degree  range. 

Photomontages  of  the  proposed  project  area  are  shown  in  Figure  20,  page  82  and  Figures 
21  through  31,  pages  87  through  100,  and  base  photos  without  the  project  are  shown  in 
Figures  17  and  18,  pages  50  and  55.  Near-range  views  along  Commercial  Street  to  the 
Ferry  Building  would  be  blocked  by  the  proposed  pedestrian  bridge  across  Commercial 
Street.  The  project  would  be  visible  in  long-range  views  from  Telegraph  Hill,  Nob  Hill  and 
Twin  Peaks.  From  all  three  areas,  the  project  would  be  viewed  as  part  of  the  complex  of 
high-rise  buildings  that  form  the  Financial  District.  From  Nob  Hill,  views  of  the  Bay  are 
now  blocked  by  taller  buildings  that  would  form  a  backdrop  to  the  proposed  buildings. 
From  Telegraph  Hill,  views  of  the  upper  portions  of  the  proposed  buildings  on  Parcels  1 
and  2  would  be  framed  by  existing  high-rise  development.  Viewed  from  Twin  Peaks,  the 
proposed  buildings  would  be  a  part  of  the  Financial  District  skyline  silhouette.  As  a  part 
of  that  skyline  silhouette,  the  project  would  contribute  to  the  perception  of  an  existing 
"urban  hill;"  viewed  from  the  project  site,  Nob  Hill  would  tend  to  lose  topographical 
definition. 

(Text  continues  on  page  101) 
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PROJECT  PHOTOMONTAGE:  LOOKING  EAST      figure  23 
ON  COMMERCIAL  STREET 
NEAR  SANSOME  STREET 


SOURCE  INCORPORATION 
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EV1BARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


PROJECT  PHOTOMONTAGE:  LOOKING  EAST  figure  24 
ON  SACRAMENTO  STREET 

NEAR  SANSOME  STREET  SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


FEDERAL  RESERVE 
(PARCEL  2) 


EMBARCADERO 
ONE 


BRIDGE 


OFFICE  TOWER 
(PARCEL  3) 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 
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PROJECT  PHOTOMONTAGE:  LOOKING  WEST 
ON  SACRAMENTO  FROM  100  FEET  EAST  OF 
SACRAMENTO  /BATTERY  INTERSECTION 


353  SACRAMENTO  OFFICE  TOWER  BRIDGE 


(PARCEL  3) 


■    m  r  j 


mw/ 

mr/ 


PANORAMA  STREET-LEVEL  VIEW 

FROM  BATTERY  STREET  AT  SACRAMENTO  STREET 


NOTE 


VIEWER  POSITION  ROTATES.  FROM  LEFT  TO  RIGHT,  VIEWER  IS 
LOOKING  EAST  ON  SACRAMENTO  STREET,  SOUTH  ON 
BATTERY  STREET,  WEST  ON  SACRAMENTO  STREET,  AND 
NORTH  ON  BATTERY  STREET. 


SACRAMENTO  STREET 
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BATTERY  STREET 


OFFICE  TOW  ER 
(PARCEL  3) 
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FIGURE  27 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 
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PROJECT  PHOTOMONTAGE:  VIEW  LOOKING  FIGURE  29 
NORTHWEST  FROM  101  CALIFORNIA  PLAZA      »  ,  £  co,ra™„ 


OFFICE  TOWER 
(PARCEL  3) 


EMBARCADERO  ONE 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


PROJECT  PHOTOMONTAGE:  LOOKING  WEST  figure  30 
FROM  EMBARCADERO  CENTER 


SOURCE  EIP  CORPORATION 


HOTEL 
(PARCEL  1) 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 
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The  Sacramento  Street  pedestrian  bridge  would  obstruct  Sacramento/Sansome  Street 
views  of  the  upper  portion  of  the  Ferry  Building  clock  tower,  a  visual  reference  point  for 
pedestrians.  The  view  obstruction  would  be  momentary  to  the  pedestrian,  however, 
because  the  sides  of  the  bridge  would  not  exceed  about  six  feet  in  height  (see  Figure  24, 
page  90). 

On  Commercial  Street  views  of  the  Ferry  Building  would  be  blocked  by  the  proposed 
pedestrian  bridge  on  that  street.  Views  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  on 
Commercial  Street  would  be  blocked  by  access  to  the  proposed  bridges  from  a  point 
immediately  near  the  Bank  building.  Views  to  the  east  on  Commercial  Street  from 
locations  west  of  Sansome  Street  would  not  be  obstructed  because  of  the  presence  of 
Embarcadero  Center.  Views  looking  west  toward  Chinatown  on  Commercial  Street  at  its 
intersection  with  Battery  Street  would  be  partially  obstructed  depending  on  the  precise 
location  of  the  observer.  Views  south  on  Battery  Street  would  be  most  obstructed  by  the 
proposed  bridge  from  a  point  immediately  north  of  the  bridge.  From  locations  farther 
north  on  Battery  Street,  mid-  to  long-range  views  would  not  be  impared  although  the 
pedestrian  bridge  would  stand  out.  Views  north  on  Battery  Street  from  locations  south  of 
the  proposed  bridge  would  be  similarly  affected. 

City  Pattern  Policy  2:  "Recognize,  protect  and  reinforce  the  existing  street 
pattern...."  (page  10) 

The  project  would  close  Commercial  Street  between  Battery  Street  and  Sansome  Street  to 
vehicular  traffic,  creating  a  landscaped,  pedestrian  street.  The  proposed  high-rise 
structures  would  enclose  and  visually  define  the  street  grid  system  along  Halleck, 
Sacramento  and  Clay  Streets.  Pedestrian  bridges  would  not  reinforce  the  grid  system 
along  Battery  Street;  similarly,  bridges  across  Battery  and  Sacramento  Streets  would 
contribute  to  the  alternative  circulation  pattern  that  exists  at  Embarcadero  Center. 

Buildings  constructed  in  the  International  Style  have,  over  the  past  20-25  years,  tended  to 
disrupt  the  Financial  District's  established  streetwall  relationships,  although  maintaining  a 
streetwall  by  building  out  to  existing  lot  lines  in  many  cases.  The  streetwall  height  along 
Clay  and  Battery  Streets  would  be  reflected  in  the  proposed  structures  for  Parcels  1  and 
2.  The  podium  of  the  proposed  hotel  structure  for  Parcel  1  would  relate  to  the  podium  for 
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the  Alcoa  Building  (Maritime  Plaza)  and  the  podium  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  buildings, 
and  would  be  similar  to  the  streetwall  height  of  older  structures  in  the  area.  Incorpora- 
tion of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  into  the  project  proposal  would  maintain  its  existing 
streetwall  relationships  along  both  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets. 

The  base  portion  of  the  proposed  structure  for  Parcel  3  would  maintain  this  streetwall 
height  along  Battery  Street.  Pedestrian  bridges  linking  Parcels  1,  2  and  3  would  be  at  the 
streetwall  height  on  Battery  Street.  Streetwall  heights  along  Sacramento  and  Halleck 
Streets  would  be  less  well  defined,  although  the  three-story  base  of  the  structure  proposed 
for  Parcel  3  and  the  retained  435  Sacramento  Street  building  would  maintain,  in  some 
measure,  the  streetwall  height  along  these  streets.  The  streetwall  height  for  Commercial 
Street  would  be  defined  by  the  Parcel  1  structure's  2-story  podium  on  the  north  side  of  the 
street  and  by  the  existing  9-story  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  on  the  street's  south  side. 

Conservation  Policy  4:  "Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architect- 
ural or  aesthetic  value,  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features 
that  provide  continuity  with  past  development."  (page  25) 

Conservation  Policy  5:  "Use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings  in  order  to  enhance 
rather  than  weaken  the  original  character  of  such  buildings."  (page  25) 

The  landmark  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  would  be  preserved  and  rehabilitated  for 
office,  restaurant  and  retail  use.  The  existing  building  facades  would  be  preserved. 
Architects  experienced  in  architectural  preservation  have  been  retained  to  direct  building 
activities,  including  seismic  upgrading  and  remodeling.  (See  Section  IV.B.,  Architectural 
Resources,  page  79,  for  a  discussion  of  rehabilitation  plans  for  the  Bank  building.)  The 
project  would  demolish  the  four-story  241  Battery  Street  building  (Eastman  Kodak 
Building).  The  project  would  thus  preserve  a  landmark  building  of  historic,  architectural 
and  aesthetic  value  eligible  for  listing  in  the  Federal  Register,  and  would  demolish  a  "B"- 
rated  building.  See  also  the  above  discussion  regarding  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building. 

Neighborhood  Environment  Policy  14:  "Remove  and  obscure  distracting  and  clutter- 
ing elements."  (page  57) 
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An  existing  75-space  surface  parking  lot  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  intersection  of 
Battery  and  Clay  Streets  would  be  removed  to  allow  construction  of  a  24-story  hotel.  The 
Urban  Design  Plan  notes: 

"No  other  element  in  the  street  environment  is  more  disrupting  than  exposed  parking. 
Parking  lots  and  open  parking  decks  break  the  building  facades  and  stand  as  large 
voids  in  visual  interest.  Exposed  vehicles  clutter  the  pedestrian's  view  and  reduce  the 
sidewalk  to  a  narrow  corridor  between  rows  of  automobiles."  (page  57) 

City  Pattern 

Policy  3:  "Recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect  that 
characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts."  (page  10) 

Policy  5:  "Emphasize  the  special  nature  of  each  district  through  distinctive 
landscaping  and  other  features."  (page  12) 

Policy  6:  "Make  centers  of  activity  more  prominent  through  design  of  street  features 
and  by  other  means."  (page  12) 

Buildings  of  varied  style,  age,  height  and  form  comprise  the  visual  environment  of  the 
Financial  District,  which  contains  many  of  the  largest  and  tallest  buildings  in  the  City,  as 
well  as  some  of  the  oldest  and  smallest  commercial  buildings.  The  project  would  continue 
the  characteristic  Embarcadero  Center  development  westward.  The  creation  of  street- 
level  retail  activity  on  Battery,  Sacramento,  and  Commercial  Streets  adjoining  Parcels  1, 
2  and  3  would  contribute  to  an  existing  street  environment  and  is  intended  to  complement 
the  three  levels  of  retail  shops,  restaurants  and  open  space  of  the  existing  Embarcadero 
Center  complex.  Proposed  development  of  Commercial  Street  as  a  pedestrian 
thoroughfare  would  provide  additional  landscaped  pedestrian  space  in  the  Financial 
District,  and  would  thus  respond  to  Policies  5  and  6  above.  Closure  of  Commercial  Street 
would  result  in  some  change  of  the  district's  street  pattern  and  traffic  flows.  Vehicle 
access  to  nine  parking  spaces  and  service  access  on  Parcel  1  would  be  eliminated, 
necessitating  re-routing  to  Clay  Street  (see  IV.E.,  Transportation  Impacts,  page  145). 

Pedestrian  bridges  would  partially  define  and  enclose  Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets,  as 
the  Embarcadero  Center  has  enclosed  and  defined  the  north-south  streets  between 
Embarcadero  One,  Two,  Three,  and  Four.  (See  discussion  of  Neighborhood  Environment 
which  follows.) 
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Major  New  Development 

Policy  4:  "Promote  building  forms  that  will  respect  and  improve  the  integrity  of  open 
spaces  and  other  public  areas,  (page  36) 

Street-level  access  to  the  proposed  podium  level  above  Commercial  Street  and  pedestrian 
bridges  along  and  across  Battery  Street  would  bring  pedestrian  activity  into  the  existing 
podium  network  of  the  Embarcadero  Center  complex,  in  the  manner  of  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  development.  The  proposed  integration  of  public  areas  on  Parcel  1 
with  adjoining  open  podium  space  would  contribute  to  the  total  amount  of  pedestrian  open 
space  available  in  the  Financial  District.  Linking  the  rehabilitated  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  to  the  two  proposed  structures  via  pedestrian  bridges  would  integrate  separate 
areas  of  open  space  into  an  extensive  pedestrian  network  at  podium  level.  The  project 
would  thus  also  respond  to  the  Major  New  Development  policy  listed  above. 
Approximately  one-half  of  project  open  space  would  be  above  street  level,  with  the 
remainder  in  the  proposed  Commercial  Street  pedestrian  area. 

Neighborhood  Environment 

Policy  12:   "Install,  promote  and  maintain  landscaping  in  public  and  private  areas." 
(page  57) 

Policy  13:  "Improve  pedestrian  areas  by  providing  human  scale  and  interest." 
(page  57) 

The  project  would  respond  to  these  City  Neighborhood  Environment  policies.  A 
portico/addition  containing  retail  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  would  be  constructed 
on  the  Battery  Street  side  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  creating  a  new  pedestrian 
entrance  to  the  building.  This  area  is  now  raised,  and  not  accessible  to  pedestrians  from 
Battery  Street.  Public  open  space  and  landscaping  surrounding  retail  space  would  be 
provided  on  the  first  three  levels  of  the  proposed  hotel  on  Parcel  3  and  the  first  two  levels 
on  the  Parcel  2  structure,  in  the  manner  of  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center.  Recessed 
storefront  windows  allowing  visual  access  to  interior  building  retail  spaces  would  provide 
visual  interest  to  pedestrians. 

Centers  of  pedestrian  activity  and  interest  would  be  focused  at  the  intersection  of 
Commercial  and  Battery  Streets,  along  the  Commercial  Street  pedestrian  area,  along  the 
pedestrian  bridges,  and  at  street  level  on  Parcels  1  and  3.    Commercial  Street  between 
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Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  would  be  developed  as  a  landscaped  pedestrian  walkway  that 
would  include  stairs  and  a  ramp  leading  to  the  other  levels  of  retail  and  public  open  space. 
Pedestrians  would  be  able  to  circulate  among  the  three  project  structures  via  a  common 
podium  level  along  the  proposed  closed-off  Commercial  Street  and  the  pedestrian  bridge 
at  the  third  level  over  Sacramento  Street.  A  third  pedestrian  bridge,  over  Battery  Street, 
would  link  the  project  with  Embarcadero  Center  Buildings  One,  Two,  Three  and  Four. 
Street  trees  would  be  placed  along  the  Battery  Street  sidewalk  to  improve  visual 
appearance  and  maintain  pedestrian  scale.  Decorative  tile  paving  and  planting  areas 
would  be  provided  at  and  above  street  level  within  the  project,  reflecting  the  design 
treatment  of  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center.  The  pedestrian  overhead  bridge  across 
Battery  Street  would  visually  relate  the  Embarcadero  Center  pedestrian  area  to  the 
pedestrian  spaces  of  the  proposed  project.  The  bridge  circulation  system  would  emphasize 
pedestrian  activity  at  the  podium  rather  than  street  levels,  which  would  conflict  with 
policies  encouraging  street-level  activity. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Urban  Design  Plan,  adopted  by  Resolution 
6745  of  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  August  26,  1971. 

Irving  Weiner,  John  Portman  and  Associates,  Architects,  telephone  conversation, 
August  3,  1983. 
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D.    SHADOWS  AND  WIND 

1.  Shadows 

Shadow  patterns  for  existing  and  proposed  buildings  in  the  project  area  are  shown  for 
10  a.m.,  12  noon  and  3:00  p.m.  during  winter  and  summer  solstices  when  the  sun  is  at  its 
lowest  and  highest,  respectively,  and  during  the  spring  and  fall  equinoxes  when  the  sun  is 
at  its  midpoint  (see  Figures  32  through  35,  pages  107  through  110).  The  analysis  includes 
shadows  cast  on  streets,  sidewalks  and  pedestrian  areas  in  the  area  potentially  affected  by 
the  proposed  project.  Shadows  that  would  be  cast  on  building  rooftops  are  not  shown.  A 
shadow  outline  of  the  project  as  though  cast  on  a  flat  plane,  is  shown  to  illustrate  the 
scale  of  the  project  in  relation  to  the  structures  that  would  surround  it. 

At  10  a.m.  on  March  21  (see  Figure  32),  the  project  would  add  shadows  along  Clay  Street 
and  its  sidewalks  adjacent  to  and  opposite  Parcel  1,  and  to  the  intersection  of  Commercial 
and  Sansome  Streets.  A  small  portion  of  Battery  Street  at  the  west  end  of  the  proposed 
bridge  would  also  be  shaded. At  noon  on  March  21,  the  pedestrian  bridge,  across  Battery 
Street  would  shade  a  section  of  Battery  Street  north  of  Commercial  Street.  Shadows 
would  be  added  along  Clay  Street  and  its  sidewalks  north  of  Parcel  1  and  along  the 
northern  sidewalk  of  Sacramento  Street  opposite  Parcel  3.  The  western  sidewalk  of 
Battery  Street  adjacent  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Building  and  a  portion  of  the  same 
sidewalk  next  to  the  proposed  hotel  would  also  be  shaded  at  this  time.  At  3  p.m.  on  March 
21,  the  project  would  add  to  existing  shadows  on  streets  and  sidewalks  at  Clay/Battery 
and  Sacramento/Battery  Streets,  and  would  newly  shade  about  3%  of  the  Alcoa  Building 
(Maritime)  plaza  pedestrian  open  space  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  plaza.  At  3  p.m., 
the  project  would  shade  about  18%  of  the  One  Embarcadero  Center  plaza. 

At  10  a.m.  on  June  21,  the  project  would  add  shadows  to  portions  of  Clay  and  Sacramento 
Streets,  near  the  Clay/Sansome  and  Sacramento/Sansome  intersections,  the  south  side- 
walk of  Clay  Street,  and  portions  of  the  north  and  south  sidewalks  of  Sacramento  Street 
west  of  Sansome  Street.  At  noon  on  June  21,  the  project  would  add  shadows  to  portions  of 
Clay  and  Sacramento  Streets  and  to  sidewalk  areas  adjacent  and  across  the  street  from 
Parcel  1  and  adjacent  to  Parcel  2.  At  3  p.m.  on  June  21,  the  project  would  shade  the 
Battery/Clay  and  Battery/Sacramento  intersections  and  additional  segments  of  Battery, 
Clay  and  Sacramento  Streets  south  and  east  of  the  intersections. 
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FIGURE  32 
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SHADOW  PATTERNS:  DECEMBER  21,  PST 


FIGURE  35 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 
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At  10  a.m.  on  September  21,  the  project  would  add  shadows  to  a  section  of  Clay  Street 
opposite  Parcel  1.  At  noon  on  September  21,  the  hotel  on  Parcel  1  would  add  shadows  to 
Clay  Street  and  its  sidewalks  while  the  pedestrian  bridge  would  shade  a  small  portion  of 
Battery  Street  and  adjacent  sidewalk  areas.  At  3  p.m.  on  September  21,  the  project  would 
add  shadows  to  Clay  and  Battery  Streets,  to  about  4%  of  the  Maritime  Plaza  at  the  corner 
of  Clay  and  Battery  Streets,  and  to  about  23%  of  the  One  Embarcadero  Center  plaza  at 
the  corner  of  Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets.  A  portion  of  the  east  side  of  Battery 
Street  at  Clay  and  the  sidewalk  adjacent  to  One  Embarcadero  Center  would  be  shaded  at« 
3:00  p.m. 

At  10  a.m.  on  December  21,  the  project  would  add  about  a  100-foot  length  of  shadow  to 
Sansome  Street  and  its  adjacent  west  sidewalk  north  of  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and 
Washington  Streets.  At  noon  on  December  21,  the  project  would  cast  a  shadow  at  the 
intersection  of  Battery  Street  and  Washington  Street.  A  50-foot  length  of  new  shadow 
would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  pedestrian  bridge  on  Battery  Street  at  this  time.  At  3  p.m., 
no  new  shadows  would  be  cast  by  the  project  on  Maritime  Plaza  or  the  Embarcadero  One 
Plaza. 

Shadow  impacts  on  the  Alcoa  Building's  Maritime  Plaza  (which  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  and  privately  maintained)  and  One  Embarcadero 
Center  plaza  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

Existing  shadows  on  the  Maritime  Plaza  and  the  Embarcadero  Center  One  Plaza  are 
primarily  caused  by  40-  to  700-foot  tall  buildings  to  the  south  and  west  of  the  plazas. 
Existing  shadow  create  their  worst  case  effects  on  December  21,  at  3  p.m. 

There  would  be  no  new  shadows  cast  from  the  proposed  project  on  either  of  these  plazas 
at  10  a.m.  or  noon  during  any  season.  No  new  shadows  cast  on  December  21  at  3  p.m 
would  shade  either  Maritime  Plaza  or  One  Embarcadero  Plaza  at  this  time.  On  June  21  at 
3  p.m.,  the  project  shadows  would  affect  a  portion  of  the  sidewalk  on  the  north  side  of 
Sacramento  Street  adjacent  to  One  Embarcadero  Center.  New  shadows  would  also  appear 
on  the  sidewalk  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  intersection  of  Clay  and  Battery  Streets. 

Worst-case  project  shadow  impacts  on  these  plaza  areas  would  occur  on  March  21  and 
September  21  at  3  p.m.   On  March  21,  the  hotel  on  Parcel  1  would  add  shadows  to  about 
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3%  of  Maritime  Plaza  at  the  plaza's  southwest  corner,  and  the  Parcel  3  office  tower 
would  add  shadows  to  about  18%  of  the  One  Embarcadero  Center  plaza  at  the  southwest 
corner.  On  September  21,  the  hotel  would  add  shadows  to  about  4%  of  Maritime  Plaza  at 
the  plaza's  southwest  corner,  and  the  Parcel  3  office  tower  would  add  shadows  to  about 
23%  of  the  One  Embarcadero  Center  plaza  at  the  southwest  corner. 

In  June,  1984,  the  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  K, 
an  initiative  ordinance  prohibiting  the  issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  that  will 
shade  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission,  unless  the 
City  Planning  Commission  determines  that  such  shade  would  have  an  insignificant  adverse 
impact  on  the  use  of  such  property.  One  Embarcadero  Center  Plaza  is  privately  owned, 
and  thus  not  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Proposition  K.  Maritime  Plaza  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission,  and  privately  maintained.  The 
project  is  exempted  from  Proposition  K.  The  ordinance  exempts: 

"projects  for  which  a  building  permit  application  and  an  application  for  environmental 
evaluation  have  been  filed  prior  to  March  5,  1984  and  which  involve  physical 
integration  of  new  construction  with  rehabilitation  of  a  building  designated  as 
historic  either  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  as  a  historical  landmark  or 
by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  as  a  State  Historic  Landmark,  or  placed  by 
the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  which  are  located  on  sites  that,  but  for  separation  by  a  street  or  alley,  are 
adjacent  to  such  historic  building."^ 

The  Downtown  Plan  includes  sun  access  criteria  to  allow  direct  sunlight  to  reach  sidewalk 

areas  of  designated  streets  during  critical  hours  of  the  day.  In  the  case  of  sidewalks,  the 

critical  hours  are  considered  to  be  the  hours  around  noon.    Within  the  project  area  the 

2 

Downtown  Plan  shows  Front  Street  between  Sacramento  and  California  Streets   as  part  of 

a  Conservation  District  where  the  present  scale  of  development,  degree  of  sky  exposure, 

2 

and  amount  of  sunlight  reaching  the  street  are  to  be  preserved.  The  proposed  project 
would  not  cast  shadows  on  Front  Street,  portions  of  which  would  continue  to  be  shadowed 
by  existing  buildings. 

The  project  would  not  cast  shadows  on  the  Sansome  Street  steps  of  the  Federal  Building  at 
noon  or  during  the  afternoons.  These  steps  are  used  by  workers  for  sitting  areas  during 
the  noon  hour.  Morning  shadows  are  cast  on  the  steps  by  existing  buildings.  The  project 
would  cast  shadows  on  a  portion  of  its  own  open  space  on  Parcel  1  at  3  p.m.  on  June  21. 
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The  proposed  project  would  not  cast  shadows  on  Redwood  Park  east  of  and  adjacent  to  the 
Transamerica  Pyramid,  and  would  not  cast  shadows  on  Portsmouth  Square  on  Kearny 
Street  between  Washington  and  Clay  Streets,  on  Saint  Mary's  Square  at  Kearny  and 
California  Streets,  or  any  other  property  affected  by  Proposition  K. 

2.     Skyplane  Exposure 

Analyses  of  sunlight  duration  were  prepared  for  three  locations  near  the  project  site  (see 
Figures  36  through  38,  pages  114  through  116).  Diagrams  of  the  sun's  yearly  path  are 
superimposed  on  fish-eye  lens  photographs  of  the  sky.  This  technique  accurately  depicts 
the  times  of  the  year  and  day  that  direct  sunlight  reaches  a  location,  but  creates  an 
exaggerated  image  due  to  the  distortion  inherent  in  using  a  fish-eye  lens.  Local  solar 
time,  similar  to  Pacific  Standard  Time  (PST),  is  used.  During  the  time  of  year  that 
Pacific  Daylight  Time  (PDT)  is  in  effect,  the  sun  location  would  be  comparable  to  one 
hour  earlier  than  shown  on  Figures  36  through  38.  This  technique  differs  from  the  shadow 
pattern  analysis  in  that  it  does  not  predict  the  extent  of  shadow  but  the  duration  of 
sunlight  at  a  specific  location. 

At  the  southwest  corner,  podium  level  of  Maritime  Plaza,  (see  Figure  36,  page  114),  the 
hotel  highrise  on  Parcel  1  would  reduce  sunlight  in  fall  and  winter  from  about  1:30  to 
3:00  p.m.,  PST.  Sunlight  duration  would  thus  be  reduced  by  about  1.5  hours  per  day. 
Figure  37,  page  115  shows  a  skyplane  exposure  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  One 
Embarcadero  podium  level.  Fall  and  winter  sunlight  reduction  would  last  from  two  to 
three  hours  in  the  afternoon.  Afternoon  sunlight  duration  would  be  reduced  by  one  to  two 
hours  in  early  spring  and  late  summer. 

At  the  Battery/Sacramento  Street  intersection  (see  Figure  38,  page  116),  sunlight  duration 
would  be  reduced  in  all  seasons.  In  the  spring  and  summer,  sunlight  would  be  reduced  by 
up  to  2.5  hours  in  the  afternoon  (from  about  12:30  p.m.  to  3:00  p.m.).  In  fall  and  winter, 
the  project  would  eliminate  sunlight  access  at  that  intersection  from  about  12:30  p.m.  to 
3:30  p.m.,  or  about  three  hours. 
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3.  Wind3 

San  Francisco's  climate  is  dominated  by  sea  breezes  characteristic  of  marine  climates; 
there  are  few  extremes  of  heat  and  cold.  The  warmest  month  is  September  with  an 
average  daily  maximum  of  69  degTees;  the  coldest  is  January,  with  an  average  daily 
maximum  of  56  degrees.  The  prevailing  wind  direction  in  San  Francisco  is  westerly; 
southwesterly  and  northwesterly  winds  are  also  frequent. 

Winds  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  strongest  in  the  summer.  Summer  winds  are  from 
the  northwest,  west  and  southwest  about  97%  of  the  time,  with  a  mean  speed  of  8  mph. 
Wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  these  three  most  common  wind  directions  (the 
portions  of  the  Microclimate  Impact  Study  discussed  in  this  section  appear  as  Appendix  C, 
page  A-38).  Wind  tunnel  information  was  combined  with  wind  records  to  predict  average 
windspeeds  at  locations  around  and  within  the  project  site.  The  average  windspeeds  were 
compared  to  criteria  for  pedestrian  comfort  and  pedestrian  hazard.  Physical  effects  that 
cause  physical  discomfort  are  windblown  dust,  the  blowing  of  hair  and  flapping  of  clothes, 
and  interference  with  contact  lenses,  for  example.  These  effects  occur  with  11  mph 
windspeeds.  Windspeeds  of  35  mph  can  unbalance  an  elderly  person,  and  therefore 
represent  a  hazardous  condition.  Wind  tunnel  tests  conducted  for  the  project  indicate 
that  existing  windspeeds  along  streets  near  the  site  average  from  3  to  5  miles  per  hour  on 
summer  afternoons  (the  windiest  time  of  the  year  on  the  average).  The  highest  average 
windspeeds  were  found  along  Sacramento  and  Halleck  Streets. 

Existing  winds  near  the  project  site  were  found  to  be  below  both  the  11  mph  comfort,  and 
35  mph  hazard  criteria.  Existing  windspeeds  were  found  to  average  3.5  mph  for  northwest 
winds,  5  mph  for  southwest  winds,  and  4.5  mph  for  west  winds. 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  northwest  winds  along  Halleck  and  Commercial 
Streets  and  portions  of  Sansome  Street  by  as  much  as  3  mph  at  some  locations;  northwest 
winds  would  be  generally  reduced  along  Battery  Street,  including  its  intersection  with 
Commercial  Street  (see  Figure  C-2,  page  A-41).  At  no  point  would  northwest  winds 
exceed  the  11  mph  comfort  criterion,  or  the  7  and  11  mph  standards  in  ordinances  to 
implement  the  Downtown  Plan  (see  page  118). 
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The  project  would  accelerate  west  winds  along  Halleck,  Sacramento,  and  Clay  Streets,  as 
well  as  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  site,  by  an  increase  of  about  1.0  to  7.9  mph 
(see  Figure  C-3,  page  A-42).  The  11  mph  criterion  would  be  exceeded  along  the  south  side 
of  Halleck  Street  adjacent  to  the  project  where  a  maximum  12.7  mph  wind  would  occur 
(see  also  Appendix  C,  Figure  C-l,  page  A-39).  This  wind  acceleration  would  apparently  be 
due  to  the  proposed  highrise  on  Parcel  3  and  its  interaction  with  the  existing  buildings 
south  of  the  structure.  Winds  on  Commercial  Street  would  not  exceed  the  11  mph 
standard  of  the  Downtown  Plan  ordinance,  but  would  exceed  the  7  mph  standard  for 
sitting  areas  (to  7.3  mph  at  mid-block)  in  that  segment  of  Commercial  Street  within  the 
project  site  that  would  be  changed  to  a  landscaped  pedestrian  area  with  areas  for  sitting. 
At  no  point  would  west  winds  exceed  the  hazard  criterion. 

The  exceedances  of  the  comfort  criterion  predicted  for  west  winds  along  Halleck  Street 
would  apparently  be  caused  by  the  interaction  between  the  proposed  Parcel  3  building  and 
existing  buildings.  The  narrowness  of  the  streets  also  contributes  to  the  "funneling"  of 
west  winds  between  the  buildings.  Design  changes  to  the  building  on  Parcel  3  to  improve 
wind  conditions  at  these  locations  would  involve  reducing  the  extent  and  "bluffness"  of  the 
building's  westerly  facade.  A  narrow  west  facade,  or  a  complex  west  facade  with 
additional  setbacks  and  cutouts  at  lower  levels,  would  intercept  less  wind  and  have  less  of 
a  tendency  to  accelerate  ground-level  winds.  Reductions  in  height  alone  are  not  likely  to 
change  wind  accelerations  greatly.  Different  tower  shapes  would  reduce  ground-level 
winds,  particularly  if  the  area  and  extent  of  the  west  facade  were  reduced  by  aligning  the 
tower's  long  axis  east-west,  as  for  the  proposed  building  on  Parcel  1. 

Southwest  windspeeds  would  be  increased  by  as  much  as  3  mph  near  the  proposed  highrise 
on  Parcel  3,  at  two  corners  of  Clay  and  Battery  Street  intersection,  at  the  southeast 
corner  of  the  Clay  and  Sansome  Street  intersection,  and  along  the  east  side  of  Battery 
Street  adjacent  to  Embarcadero  One  (see  Figure  C-4,  page  A-43).  Southwest  winds  would 
be  generally  reduced  elsewhere  near  the  project  site.  The  11  mph  criterion  would  not  be 
exceeded,  but  winds  near  the  proposed  bridge  over  Battery  Street  would  increase  from 
about  5  mph  to  about  8  mph. 

The  project  would  meet  the  Downtown  Plan  wind  standard  for  pedestrians  except  for  part 
of  the  south  side  of  Halleck  Street  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  for  west  winds, 
as  discussed  above.    The  project  wouid  not  cause  winds  to  exceed  the  proposed  7  mph 
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comfort  standard  for  sitting  areas  at  the  steps  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  on  Sansome 
Street,  Maritime  Plaza,  or  the  Embarcadero  One  Plaza.  Winds  on  Commercial  Street 
would  increase  to  7.3  mph  at  mid-block,  exceeding  the  7  mph  comfort  standard  for  sitting 
areas. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Park  Shadowing  Initiative  Ordinance,  adopted  June  5, 
1984. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan, 
Proposal  for  Citizen  Review,  August  1983,  revised  November,  1983,  and  amended  June, 
October,  and  November,  1984,  page  76. 

This  section  is  based  upon  a  report  entitled  Microclimate  Impact  Study  for  the 
Embarcadero  Center  West  Project,  dated  September  23,  1984,  prepared  by  Environ- 
mental Impact  Planning  Corporation,  and  correspondence  from  Donald  Ballanti,  Certified 
Consulting  Meteorologist,  dated  September  23,  1984.  Both  of  these  items  are  available 
for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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E.  TRANSPORTATION 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 
Project  Travel  Demand 

Based  on  City  guidelines  and  Caltrans  trip  generation  research,  the  project  travel  has 

1  2 

been  calculated  in  Table  5,  page  121  .  '  The  project  would  generate  a  net  increase  of 
about  23,997  person  trips  daily:  about  2,213  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  and  3,954  during  the 
peak  two-hour  period.  A  total  of  1,624  outbound  trips  would  occur  during  the  peak  hour 
and  2,804  trips  during  the  peak  two-hour  period.  The  geographical  and  modal  distribution 
of  project  travel  (Table  6,  page  122  has  been  based  upon  projected  modal  splits  for  the 
year  2000  contained  in  the  EIR  for  the  Downtown  Plan  (EE81.3).3 

Modal  assignments  have  been  made  on  the  basis  of  future  modal  splits  for  the  year  2000 

4 

contained  in  the  EIR  for  The  Downtown  Plan  (EE81.3).  The  future  modal  splits  have  been 
applied  to  the  project  travel  for  the  purpose  of  comparing  project  travel  with  future 
-  travel  demand  on  the  transportation  system  serving  San  Francisco.  The  modal  splits  used 
were  derived  from  aggregate  data  for  the  C-3  District,  the  zoning  district  that  contains 
the  project  site,  and  thus  represent  an  average  condition.  The  actual  modal  split  for 
travel  from  the  project  may  vary  from  the  C-3  District  average.  However,  because  the 
travel  demand  forecasts  used  to  derive  the  average  modal  split  data  include  the  travel 
from  the  project,  application  of  the  average  modal  split  data  to  project  travel  appears  to 
be  sufficiently  accurate  for  purposes  of  comparison. 

Cumulative  Travel  Demand 

Analysis  of  the  transportation  impacts  of  cumulative  development  in  San  Francisco  EIRs 

has  been  the  subject  of  considerable  public  discussion.   To  date,  cumulative  analysis  has 

been  conducted  on  the  basis  of  based  on  a  list  of  proposed  development  in  the  greater 

downtown  area  (see  Appendix  E,  page  A~48,  for  the  March  10,  1984  list  of  these  projects). 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  method  is  presents  a  refinement  of  the  transportation  analysis 

existing  process  that  uses  in  which  projections  of  employment  growth,  independent  of  a 

5 

list  of  proposed  projects,  are  used  to  project  future  travel. 
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TABLE  6 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  NET  NEW  PROJECT  PERSON  TRIPS 
OUTBOUND  DURING  PM  PEAK  PERIOD 


Location  and  Mode 

San  Francisco 
Auto 
Muni 

NE 

NW 

SW 

SE 
BART 
Walk 
Other 


 Peak-Period  Person  Trips  (l-hr/2-hr) 

Work  Non-Work  Total1 


173/280 

27/69 
104/167 
91/182 
18/41 
29/55 
46/95 
9/20 


498/908 


13/26 

32/59 
5/9 
9/16 
9/16 
5/13 
386/755 
"74 
460/899 


186/307 

59/128 
109/176 
100/198 
27/57 
34/67 
432/850 
9/24 
958/1,807 


East  Bay 
Auto 
BART 
AC 
Other 


93/110 
178/274 
62/104 
3/3 


335/492 


9/18 
22/42 


31/61 


102/128 
200/317 
62/104 
3/3 


366/552 


Peninsula 
Auto 
BART 
Samtrans 
SP 

Other 


79/120 
35/41 
20/37 
29/32 
4/14 


3/8 
4/8 

8/15 


82/127 
39/49 
20/37 
38/47 
4/14 


166/244 


16/31 


182/274 


North  Bay 
Auto 
GGT  Bus 
GGT  Ferry 
Other 


38/45 
54/83 
10/12 
9/11 


111/151 


1,109/1,794 


5/14 
5/6 


10/20 
517/1,010 


43/59 
59/89 
10/12 
9/11 


121/171 
1,626/2,804 


Source:     Department    of    City    Planning,    Office    of    Environmental    Review  (OER), 
Downtown  Plan,  EIR  EE81.3,  certified  October  18,  1984,  on  file  at  OER. 

"Numbers  may  not  total  precisely  because  of  rounding. 
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As  discussed  in  Appendix  J  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  transit  service  improvements  have 
been  assumed  to  be  implemented  by  the  year  2000.  The  service  improvements  assumed  to 
occur  correspond  to  the  vehicle  acquisition  portions  of  the  5-Year  Plans  for  Muni,  AC 
Transit,  SamTrans,  CalTrain,  and  Golden  Gate  transit.  In  BART,  both  the  vehicle 
acquisition  program  and  the  trackage  improvements  (Daly  City  tail  track)  were  assumed 
to  occur.  These  planned  improvements  would  allow  system  capacities  to  keep  pace  with 
demand  increases  over  time.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  transportation  analysis  also 
assumes  that  regional  auto  use  will  continue  to  change  over  time  in  response  to  increasing 
levels  of  congestion  on  the  bridges  and  freeways  serving  the  City.  The  analysis  projects  a 
shift  from  single-occupant  auto  use  (drive  alone)  for  commuting  to  ridesharing  (carpool, 
vanpool)  and  to  transit  use.  The  assumptions  of  continuing  shift  from  auto  to  transit  and 
ridesharing,  most  apparent  in  the  2000  modal  splits,  are  made  on  the  basis  of  long-term 
trends  in  transit  use  in  the  San  Francisco  commute  corridors.  Census  data  show  that  in 
the  period  1970  to  1980,  transit  use  for  commuting  increased.  Similarly,  Bay  Bridge  data 
show  that  ridesharing  has  been  increasing  over  the  last  seven  years.'  Thus,  the  shift  to 
transit  and  ridesharing  is  well-established  in  San  Francisco  commute  corridors. 

The  travel  data  presented  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  transportation  sections  (and  in  this 
report)  are  projections  of  total  demand  on  the  transportation  system  serving  San 
Francisco.  The  projections  comprised  of  three  components  of  travel  demand.  Two  of  the 
components  were  developed  through  an  intricate  travel  modeling  process  for  the  C-3 
District  of  San  Francisco.  These  first  two  components  of  travel  demand  are  C-3  District 
work  (employee  journey-to-work)  travel  and  C-3  District  non-work  (all  other)  travel.  The 
third  component  is  non-C-3-District  travel,  which  was  forecast  through  an  analysis  of 
regional  trends  adjusted  for  the  effect  of  development  in  the  C-3  District.  Non-C-3 
travel  is  defined  as  travel  that  has  neither  an  origin  nor  a  destination  in  the  C-3  District. 
Thus,  non-C-3  travel  includes  travel  to  and  from  other  parts  of  downtown  and  trips 
through  San  Francisco  from  other  parts  of  the  region.  Employment  projections  are  not 
specifically  used  in  the  non-C-3  travel  analysis. 
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For  future  years,  the  C-3  travel  modeling  process  was  modified  to  incorporate  changes  in 

travel  patterns  (modal  split  changes,  different  travel  times),  employee  residence  patterns 

and  changes  in  land  use  patterns.     The  process  incorporates  the  dynamic  aspects  of 

changing  Bay  Area  travel  patterns,  rather  than  assuming  a  fixed,  unchanging  condition 

over  time.   An  example  of  past  changes  in  travel  patterns  can  be  seen  in  the  amount  of 

carpooling  activity  on  the  Bay  Bridge.     In  1977,  peak  average  vehicle  occupancy 

westbound  on  the  bridge  was  1.7  persons  per  vehicle.    By  1983,  in  response  to  increasing 

congestion  and  increased  travel  and  parking  costs,  peak  average  vehicle  occupancy 

g 

westbound  increased  to  2.1  persons  per  vehicle. 

The  non-C-3  travel  demand  was  forecast  through  the  use  of  growth  factors  developed  on 

7 

the  basis  of  historic  trends  in  regional  and  sub-regional  travel.  Historic  growth  rates 
(factors)  have  been  used  to  project  increases  only  for  non-C-3  District  travel  at  the 
regional  screenlines.  No  other  use  of  historic  growth  rates  has  been  made  in  the 
transportation  analysis.  Because  of  the  individual  and  unique  nature  of  each  of  the 
transportation  screenlines,  each  growth  rate  is  based  on  data  for  that  location.  Thus,  the 
growth  rates  for  freeways  project  growth  in  auto  trips,  while  the  growth  rates  for  transit 
project  growth  in  ridership. 

Each  of  the  historic  growth  rates  inherently  contains  information  about  regional  growth  in 
travel  patterns  and  thus  incorporates  not  only  growth  from  other  parts  of  San  Francisco, 
but  from  elsewhere  in  the  region.  As  an  example,  the  historic  growth  factor  for  trips 
southbound  on  US  101  includes  travel  that  crosses  the  Bay  Bridge  or  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  as  well  as  travel  from  San  Francisco.  However,  the  growth  is  projected  as  growth 
in  auto  travel  and  cannot  be  related  directly  to  growth  in  employment  in  San  Francisco. 

The  other  process  used  to  forecast  cumulative  transportation  impacts  starts  with  a  list  of 
cumulative  office  and  retail  development  (net  new  office  and  retail  space)  proposed, 
approved  or  under  construction  in  the  greater  downtown  area.  From  that  list,  through  the 
use  of  static  employment  densities  for  office  and  retail  uses  and  established  trip 
generation  rates,  forecasts  of  travel  demand  are  made.  The  forecast  travel  is  assigned  to 
modes  on  the  basis  of  modal  split  factors  (which  are  assumed  not  to  change  over 
time).   The  Transportation  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review;  Transportation 
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Impacts  (Department  of  City  Planning,  September  1983,  hereinafter  Transportation 
"Guidelines")  describe  the  process  and  the  data  used  to  calculate  transportation  impacts 
from  the  list-based  development. 

The  current  list,  shown  in  Appendix  E,  has  about  19  million  gToss  sq.ft  of  net  new  office 
space  and  about  0.9  million  gross  sq.ft.  of  net  new  retail  space.  On  the  basis  of  the 
Transportation  Guidelines  analysis,  the  list-based  development  would  generate 
approximately  80,000  p.m.  peak-period  person  trip-ends,  of  which  about  49,000  would 
occur  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Table  7,  page  128  shows  a  comparison  of  the  projections  of 
travel  demand  from  the  list-based  analysis  and  from  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  for  the  year 
2000.  While  the  list  contains  development  both  inside  and  outside  the  C-3  District,  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  makes  specific  projections  only  for  C~3  District  development  and  the 
travel  components  shown  in  Table  7  are  for  the  C~3  District  only;  therefore,  for  purposes 
of  comparision,  travel  from  the  C-3  component  of  the  list  (about  13  million  gsf  of  net  new 
office  space  and  0.4  million  gsf  of  retail  space)  has  been  analyzed  for  comparison  with  the 
projections  from  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  for  Alternatives  1  to  5  and  the  Downtown  Plan. 

As  shown  in  Table  7,  travel  demand  from  the  Alternatives  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
ranges  from  Alternative  1  (about  17%  higher  than  the  Downtown  Plan)  to  Alternative  4 
(about  5%  lower  than  the  Plan).  Although  there  is  a  range,  the  spread  is  within  the  level 
of  accuracy  of  the  transportation  analysis  and  thus,  statistically,  the  transportation 
impacts  of  the  Alternatives  are  equivalent  to  those  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  Several 
anomalies  are  apparent  in  the  data  shown  in  Table  7.  The  major  anomaly  is  that,  while 
the  C~3  component  of  the  list  would  generate  about  half  as  much  travel  as  do  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  the  five  Alternatives,  the  list-based  analysis  yields  travel  demands 
within  San  Francisco  (inside  and  outside  the  C-3-District)  that  exceed  those  generated  by 
the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  Alternatives.  An  explanation  of  this  major  anomaly  is 
presented  in  the  following  paragraphs. 
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The  difference  in  total  travel  results  in  part  from  the  different  time  frames  of  the  list 

and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.    The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  established  1984  as  the  baseline 

year  and  1990  and  2000  as  target  study  years.    Estimates  of  growth  were  made  on  the 

basis  of    projections  for  each  of  the  target  years  for  the  range  of  alternatives.  In 

contrast,  the  projects  included  on  the  Cumulative  List  span  a  period  from   1984  to 

sometime  in  the  early  or  mid-1990's,  when  completion  of  all  projects  on  the  list  or  a 

g 

similar  amount  of  square  footage  would  be  expected.  This  is  one  of  the  major  reasons 
why  results  of  impact  analyses  using  these  two  forecasting  methods  are  not  directly 
comparable. 

The  March  10,  1984  cumulative  list  includes  Embarcadero  Center  West,  with  382,000  gross 
square  feet  of  net  new  office  space,  subtracting  formerly  occupied  office  space  on  the 
site.  The  project  would  include  589,000  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space, 
assuming  vacant  site  buildings.  Thus,  the  number  given  on  the  list  is  lower.  The 
difference  would  not  be  statistically  significant  and  would,  therefore,  not  change  the 
results  of  the  overall  analysis. 

The  variations  in  travel  by  trip  purpose  (work,  other)  and  by  travel  mode  (as  shown  in 
Table  7)  between  the  list-based  method  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  method  can  be 
explained  by  differences  in  the  methodologies  and  data  bases  used  to  forecast  the  travel 
demand.  The  list-based  analysis  employs  single-use  trip  generation  data  to  estimate  total 
travel  through  the  process  of  adding  together  the  trip  generation  estimates  from  all  the 
individual  buildings  on  the  list.  These  single-use  trip  generation  rates  do  not  incorporate 
any  discounting  factors  to  account  for  trips  going  from  one  building  to  another  within  the 
Downtown.  Studies  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  have  confirmed  that  there  is  considerable 
travel  between  land  uses  in  the  downtown  area.  Thus,  the  list-based  analysis  adds  each 
trip  as  if  it  were  a  new  trip  in  or  out  of  the  downtown  and  overestimates  the  total  number 
of  peak-hour  trips. 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  travel  demand  model  has  refined  the  trip  generation  process  by 
incorporating  discounting  factors  that  adjust  the  trip  generation  rates  to  give  travel  to 
and  from  the  C-3  District  as  a  whole;  it  does  not  include  trips  internal  to  the  C-3  District. 
Although  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  process  predicts  proportionately  more  work  travel  than 
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does  the  list-based  analysis,  observations  show  that  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  forecasts 
more  closely  resemble  actual  travel  demand  that  would  result  from  downtown 
development. 

The  differences  in  distribution  of  travel  among  modes  (shown  in  Table  7)  are  the  products 
of  refinements  in  the  regional  distribution  and  modal  split  analyses  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR  process.  The  list-based  analysis  assumes  a  static  (unchanging  over  time)  regional 
distribution  and  static  modal  splits.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  has  incorporated 
changes  in  both  the  regional  trip  distribution  (reflecting  projected  availability  of  housing) 
and  the  modal  splits  (reflecting  projected  availability  of  roadway  and  transit  capacity  in 
the  future). 

The  list-based  analysis  shows  more  San  Francisco  travel  (as  shown  by  larger  Muni  numbers 
for  the  list-based  analysis  in  Table  7)  than  does  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis,  because 
the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  projects  a  declining  availability  of  housing  in  the  City. 
Thus,  as  the  downtown  work  force  increases,  the  percentage  of  workers  living  in  San 
Francisco  would  decrease.  The  list-based  analysis  assumes  that  the  percentage  of  workers 
living  in  San  Francisco  would  remain  constant  over  time  and  thus  overestimates  the 
number  of  future  employees  living  in  the  City  and  underestimates  the  number  of  regional 
commuters. 

Other  differences  in  travel  among  the  modes,  particularly  regional  auto  and  AC  Transit, 
are  the  result  of  the  refined  modal  split  process  used  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  As  the 
list-based  analysis  assumes  that  modal  split  remains  constant  over  time,  the  list-based 
analysis  is  insensitive  to  the  abilities  of  transit  agencies  and  regional  roadway  systems  to 
serve  future  demand.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  has  assumed  that  the  modal  split 
would  change  over  time  in  response  to  the  increasing  levels  of  congestion  at  the  regional 
screenlines  (described  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR).  Thus,  because  the  Bay  Bridge  is  at  or 
near  capacity  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  eastbound,  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  modal  split 
projects  a  proportionately  lower  increase  in  auto  demand  to  the  East  Bay  than  does  the 
list-based  analysis.  Similarly,  for  AC  Transit  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  recognizes  that 
current  regional  transit  policy  dictates  no  increases  in  AC  Transit  transbay  service  and 
thus,  the  ability  of  AC  Transit  to  carry  additional  riders  transbay  will  be  restricted  in 


130 


IV. E.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Transportation 

the  future.  Use  of  this  changing  modal  split  is  a  refinement  that  allows  the  travel  model 
to  more  accurately  forecast  travel  demand  and  thus,  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  results 
represent  a  more  accurate  level  of  projection  than  has  been  possible  using  methods  and 
data  available  to  date. 

Various  other  factors  cause  differences  in  the  travel  demand  projections  between  the  two 
approaches.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  the  Consultant's  Report  on  Downtown  Growth 
Management  Alternatives  (Environmental  Science  Associates,  1983)  contain  extensive 
discussions  of  the  analyses  and  data  used  to  forecast  employment,  land  use  (see  Sections 
cited  above)  and  transportation  demand  (see  Section  IV. E  and  Appendix  J  of  those 
reports). 

TRANSIT 

The  transit  agencies  serving  downtown  San  Francisco  carry  approximately  60%  of  the 
peak-period  employee  work  travel,  as  well  as  about  20%  of  the  peak-period  other  travel. 
P.M.  peak-hour  and  peak-period  loadings  on  the  local  and  regional  transit  routes  were 
found  to  be  near  capacity  for  some  of  the  routes  in  1984  (see  Table  8).  The  values  shown 
in  Table  8  are  sums  over  the  peak  hour  and  the  two-hour  peak  period.  Within  the  peak 
hour,  there  would  be  periods  of  time  when  the  loading  ratios  would  be  higher  than  those 
shown  for  the  hour  (peak-of-the-peak  conditions).  Individual  transit  vehicle  loadings  vary 
on  a  day-to-day  basis  because  of  fluctuations  in  ridership  (demand)  and  because  of 
variations  in  operating  conditions  caused  by  traffic  congestion,  equipment  availability, 
and/or  system  breakdowns.  Photographic  examples  of  p.m.  peak-hour  loadings  on  Muni 
vehicles  are  shown  in  Appendix  B,  Figures  B-l  to  B-2). 

The  1981/82  transit  ridership  and  loading  data  used  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  are 
summations  of  actual  counts  of  individual  transit  lines  for  that  period  in  time. 
Calculations  are  made  on  the  basis  of  observed  operating  conditions,  as  opposed  to 
scheduled  operations.  Muni  supplied  the  data  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  from  its 
ongoing  program  of  ridership  checks.  (The  data  supplied  and  collected  for  each  transit 
agency  are  in  the  supporting  documentation  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  on  file  with  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA.) 


131 


^  a. 


T3  -o 

CO  C 

TJ  CO 

C  P 

O  <U 


oo  to 
o  o  o  o 


a    w  u 


CD  O  00 
O  tO  ITS  00 


i—l  I— H  <— I  O 


o  o  o  o 

o  o  o  o 

e-  CD  m  rt< 

CO  M  CO 


CD 

o  o 


Q  Q 


CM  c- 
•™H  o 


o  o 
o  o 

cd  cm 

l-H  O 
CM  i—i 


o 


o 

CO 


CO  CO  o 
C-  CM  ^ 


<— I       o  o  o 


o  o  o 
o  o  o 

00   1-1  CM 


i— i         CD  i—l 


CD 

o 


33  <  <  U 


00 
00 


o 
o 

co 


33 


CD 


o 
o 

00 
CO 


<U  CO 

'o  o 

C-i  ** 


N  H  CO  rf 
O  <— I  o  o 


Q  Q  W  Q 


in  in  m  rt 

O  CM  t}h  O 


o  o  o  o 

o  o  o  o 

00  H  CO  Tf< 

00  O  CD  C— 


o  o 


W  Q 


CM  CO 

o 


a  o 

o  o 

CD  t— I 

c-  a 

CM  H 


CD 

o 


CO 


00 

o 


o 
o 
in 


U  <  D3 


i—l  00  o 
CD  CO  CD 


O  O  O  i-H 


o  o  o 

o  o  o 

m  m  co 

CO  H 


o 
o 


co 


00 

o 


CD 


o 
o 

CD 


CM 
CO 

o 


'1  s 


Q  W  W  Q 


Ct,  Q      U      O  03  <C 


o  o  o  o 

o  o  o  o 

i—l  CM  in  CO 

c-  co  co  m 


to  73  w 

*  «  a»  5 

<U  5  5  CO 

■C  -C  £  £ 


o  o 


a  3 

o  o 

"P.  Z  Z  CO  CO 


o  o 
o  o 


>> 

£5 

70 

c 

CO 
c_ 

H 


>> 

CO 
£5 
■(-J 

1/1 

CO 


o 
o 


CD 


70 
c 

CO 

In 

u 


o  o  o 
o  o  o 

CO  CO  CM 


Li 

>>  CO 

S-,  rr, 

e-l  w 
c 
o 

E-l 
3 
-O 


CO 

3  CO 

03  En 

Ph  e-. 

o  o 

a  a 


o 
o 

CD 


73 

c 

CO 

H 

s 

CO 

73 


03 


i— 1 

co 

CD 

co 

CO 

o 

o 

o 

CM 

CO 

CO 

i-H 

CM 

o 

lO 

i-H 

CD 

o 

m 

•—1 

co 

CD 

-\ 

l — 1 

r— 1 

i — l 

rH 

i—l 

i—l 

O 

1—1 

o 

o 

i—l 

o 

CD 

o 


co  ca 

CO  (/} 

U  w 


132 


co 


> 

< 
D 

P 
U 


oo 

OS 


CU 

c 

•*-> 

c 

o 

o 

00 

w 

m 

< 


o 
o 
o 

co 

z 

<3 

K 

o 
E- 

o 

Q 


CO 
OS 


^  c 

CU  CU 


o 


§  s 

o  a 
22  Q 


cu  a> 

£  CU 


CO 

o 

co 

Oh 

T3 

C 

e 

cu 

Q 

CO 

O 

CO 

Oh 

C 

CO 

E 

0) 

Q 

-a 

.2 

'u 

CU 

a 

CO 

+■>  >• 

r? 

1  § 

Oh 

2  a 

s 

Eh  < 

a! 

oo  os  c—  m 

OS  CO 

CD 

OS  0O  1 

o 

os 

o  o  o  o 

o  o 

O 

•  1 
o  o 

o 

CJ  u 

Q 

23  <  U 

u 

co  i—i  ^  o 

CM  i— i 

C73 

C—  CT5  O 

CO 

CO 

|  QQ 

CO 

O  i— 1  r— (  o 

i—i  o 

i—l 

O  O  O 

o 

o 

o  o  o  o 

o  o 

O 

o  o  c=> 

o 

o 

C3  O  O  O 

o  o 

o 

o  o  o 

o 

o 

CM  CO  00  O 

CO 

m 

o  in  f 

CO 

m 

m  o  os  *-> 

m  ITS 

c- 

O  i—l 

CO 

m 

H  N  N  H 

CO  i-1 

•— i 

CO  M  o  in 

co 

CO 

C—  C-  1 

oo 

oo 

O  t-h  o  o 

o  o 

o 

a  o 

o 

o 

U  Q  W  O 

M  U 

Q 

U  <!  U 

a 

O 

irt  Lrt  Ol  CO 

o  c~- 

CO 

i— i  co  o 

m 

t- 

Q  O  iN  CO 

1—1 

oo  co  o 

I—l 

c— 

O  i—i  i—l  O 

i—l  (=5 

O  O  i— I 

1—1 

o 

o  o  o  o 

o  o 

o 

o  o  o 

o 

o 

o  o  o  o 

o  o 

o 

o  o  o 

o 

o 

Lfi  CO  C~  i— i 

i—i  CO 

o 

m  t>  in 

m 

CO 

in  irt  m  n 

c~- 

CO  i—l 

CO 

i— (  i— (  CO  i— 1 

rj«  i-i 

1—1 

1—1 

Q  Q  w  U 

O 

o 

O  03  03 

a 

cn 

»JO 

f— |   rpi  r— i 

00 

O  i—l  CO  o 

m  00 

OS 

en  in  en 

I— i 

co 

i— 1  i— I  ■— 1  i— 1 

r-H  O 

o 

o  o  o 

I—* 

a 

o  o  o 

o  o 

o 

o  o  o  o 

o  o 

o 

o  o  o 

CO 

o 

to  i—i  co  o 

00  CO 

o 

o  o  o 

o 

o 

».     ^      ».  H 

CO  O  CO 

OS 

m 

CO  CO  CO  - 

m  -—I 

H  h  NO) 

CO  i—i 

r— 1 

C—  r-H 

CO 

sill 

(U  s  5  d) 
.c  sz  sz  sz 

■r->   ■*->«->  HJ 

c-    Sh    3  - 

o  o  g  g 
c  Z  Z  m  tn 


>> 

CO 
-Q 

c 

CO 

E-1 


CO 

H— > 

75 
0) 


73 
C 
X 


75  £- 

zz  cu 
33 


>> 
u 
c- 

>>  0) 

r  tin 


< 
03 


3£      E-      ^  ^ 

U 
< 


c 
o 
c 

U  U  E- 


£ 

CO 
CO 


CO 


CO 

U 


o 

CO 

a, 

CO 

o 

-a 

cu 

CO 
CU 
75 


c 

CO 

£ 
o 
-a 


CO 

cu 
co 

£- 

(1) 
Oh 

75 

a 
bfl 
c 

CJ 
75 
73 

CO 

Oh 


sz 

> 


73 

c 

73 
Sh 
~^ 

c 

o 

co 

c 

o 


X3 

c 
o 
o 

be 
c 

•a 

CO 

o 

u 
cu 

"DJD 

c 

CJ 
75 
73 

CO 

a 


73 

o 

CO 

CO 

Oh 

75 
CU 
t-> 
CO 

"cu 


CO 

£1 

*— * 

o 

6 

cu 

o 

proj 

tT 
cu 

< 

ho 

ne 

CO 

from 

d  by  t 

73 
73 

< 

hfl 

cu 

CU 

c 

ZJ 

'bp 

co 

Eh 

cu 

cu 

CO 

33 

o 

c- 

cu 

CO 

cu 

bfl 

"co 

•a 

t3 

"co 

73 
73 

odd 

mai 

mer 

CU 

< 

tu 

o 

CO 

> 

1 

p 

> 

Se 

0) 

u 

n 

1) 

o 

<a 
E- 

cu 

a 

a 

it 

"a 
> 

(See 

cu 

1 1  r 

cu 
— 3 

f. 

So 

CO 


133 


IV.E.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Transportation 


Muni  was  involved  in  the  process  of  verifying  the  transportation  analysis  for  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  and  as  a  result  of  that  process,  approved  of  the  use  of  Muni  data  and 
the  projections  derived  from  that  data. 

The  Level  of  Service  concept,  similar  to  that  developed  for  highway  operations,  has  been 
applied  to  both  bus  transit  and  rail  transit.  Passengers  per  seat  (i.e.,  total  passengers 
divided  by  the  number  of  seats)  has  been  used  as  the  measure  of  effectiveness  to  define 
the  various  level  of  service  ranges.  Table  B-3,  Appendix  B,  shows  the  relationship 
between  Level  of  Service  and  passengers-per-seat  (p/s)  ratios  for  bus  transit  systems. 

During  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  1984,  all  of  the  transit  agencies  were  found  to  be  operating 
in  Level  of  Service  D  or  better,  with  the  exception  of  BART  Transbay  where  conditions 
were  found  to  be  at  Level  of  Service  F,  and  Muni  in  the  Northwest,  and  Southwest 
corridors,  where  operations  were  found  to  be  in  Level  E.  Although  BART  is  a  rail  transit 
service,  its  cars  have  a  unique  seating  configuration.  The  ratio  of  total  capacity  to  seated 
capacity  for  a  BART  car  (about  1.5)  is  equivalent  to  the  ratio  for  bus  transit;  thus  the  bus 
transit  Level  of  Service  scale  is  applicable  to  BART.  Level  of  Service  F  ("crush"  or 
"jammed"  loadings)  on  BART  is  in  the  range  of  1.5  to  1.8  passengers  per  seat.  Because 
BART  operates  on  a  centrally  controlled  system,  the  "crush"  loadings  would  not  increase 
passenger  loading  times  (which  causes  deterioration  of  service)  as  would  be  the  case  on  a 
bus  transit  system  rather,  the  effects  of  "crush"  loadings  on  BART  would  be  reflected  in 
increased  passenger  discomfort. 

The  rail  transit  Level  of  Service  scale  is  based  on  typical  lightrail  transit  systems  for 
which  total  capacity  is  about  2.0  to  2.2  times  seated  capacity.  The  rail  transit  Level  of 
Service  scale  would  be  applicable  to  Muni  Metro,  which  provides  about  50%  of  the  seated 
capacity  to  the  Southwest  corridor.  Because  Metro  vehicles  can  accommodate  higher 
loadings  (a  ratio  of  2.0  passengers  per  seat)  than  buses  or  trolleys  (a  1.5  ratio),  the  Level 
of  Service  would  be  somewhat  better  than  shown  in  Table  8.  An  exact  estimate  of  Metro 
loadings  is  not  possible  without  analysis  of  the  Metro  service  separate  from  the  remainder 
of  Muni  service  to  the  Southwest;  such  analysis  would  be  beyond  the  ability  of  the  travel 
demand  analysis  to  predict  accurately  over  time,  as  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs. 


134 


IV.E.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Transportation 


With  regard  to  the  Muni  data  presented  in  Table  8,  the  Muni  routes  have  been  aggregated 
on  a  corridor  basis  and  thus  include  two-directional  travel  on  some  routes  that  serve  the 
Northeast  and  Southeast  corridors.  The  Muni  numbers  cannot  be  added  over  the  corridors 
to  get  a  total  for  the  system.  Neither  can  capacity  be  shifted  from  one  corridor  to 
another.  For  instance,  capacity  in  the  Northeast  corridor  depends,  in  large  part,  on 
capacity  that  serves  the  Southeast  portion  of  the  City.  The  15,  19,  25,  30  30X,  30AX, 
30BX,  32,  41,  42  and  47  lines  pass  through  the  downtown  in  two  directions.  Service  on  the 
above  lines  is  interdependent.  Thus,  increases  or  decreases  in  capacity  on  one  of  the 
above  lines  directly  affects  service  in  the  opposite  direction.  Service  to  the  Northeast 
and  Northwest  corridors  is  also  interconnected,  as  lines  serving  the  Northwest  must  pass 
through  the  Northeast  corridor  and,  thus,  serve  both  areas.  Muni  ridership  and  capacity 
have  been  apportioned  between  both  areas. 

Passengers-per-seat  ratios  are  only  one  measure  of  adequacy  of  service.  The  constraints 
of  operating  on  heavily  used  streets  in  and  around  the  downtown  cause  transit-vehicle 
bunching,  loss  of  running  time  and  missed  schedules,  all  of  which  reduce  service, 
reliability,  and  ultimately,  capacity.  In  some  respects,  this  would  not  be  evident  from 
simple  quantitative  analysis.  In  addition  to  these  inefficiencies  inherent  within  the 
transportation  system,  there  are  other  factors  which  would  affect  overall  transit 
capacities.  These  include  variability  in  daily  and  seasonal  ridership  for  which  an  absolute 
capacity  must  be  available,  as  well  as  transit  riders  who  remain  uncounted  because  their 
transit  trips  both  start  and  end  the  screenlines  used  in  this  analysis.  Daily  fluctuations  in 
fleet  availability  also  affect  system  capacity. 

Further,  policy  considerations  dictate  minimum  operating  conditions  on  certain  lines; 
minimum  headways  that  have  been  established  to  maintain  transit  access  to  areas  served 
by  those  lines  are  not  warranted  on  the  basis  of  ridership  alone.  When  averaged  together, 
the  ridership  data  from  these  lines  may  slightly  distort  overall  ridership  conditions. 

P.M.  peak-period  conditions  on  transit  in  1984  are  equivalent  to  or  better  than  peak-hour 
conditions.  In  some  cases,  where  demand  remains  at  peak-hour  levels  during  the  two-hour 
period,  the  passengers-per-seat  ratios  in  the  two-hour  period  are  higher  than  in  the  one- 
hour  period.     This  anomaly  is  the  result  of  transit  agencies'  providing  express  (or 
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additional)  service  during  the  peak  hour,  but  not  during  the  entire  peak  period.  An 
example  of  this  type  of  operation  may  be  seen  on  BART,  where  three  extra  trains  operate 
in  transbay  service  in  the  peak  hour  but  not  in  the  rest  of  the  peak  period.  Another  factor 
involved  is  the  distribution  of  demand  (ridership)  at  uniformly  high  levels  over  the  peak 
period. 

Both  transit  demand  and  capacity  have  been  assumed  to  increase  during  the  period  1984 
and  2000.  The  discussions  of  transit  capacity  increases  for  the  agencies  are  based  on  the 
Five- Year  Plans  and  Capital  Improvement  Plans  of  the  various  transit  agencies;  they 
appear  in  Appendix  J  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  pages  J.25-J.26.  This  material,  which  is 
discussed  below  and  summarized  in  Table  8,  is  incorporated  by  reference.  The  future 
capacities  were  developed  by  applying  percentage  increases,  expected  in  the  future,  to 
observed  existing  capacity.  Thus,  to  the  extent  that  the  existing  conditions  contain 
inherent  capacity  reduction  for  missed  runs,  the  future  capacity  projections  have  taken 
into  account  the  inability  of  the  transit  systems  to  provide  100%  of  scheduled  capacity. 
As  noted  above,  the  Muni  analysis  calculates  capacity  on  the  basis  of  all  runs  leaving  the 
C-3  District  in  the  p.m.  peak.  For  all  of  the  transit  analyses,  only  peak-direction  vehicles 
are  counted. 

Future  transit  demand  and  loadings  for  the  Downtown  Plan  in  the  year  2000  and  for  1984- 
plus-the-Cumulative-List  are  shown  in  Table  8  for  both  the  peak  hour  and  the  peak  period. 
The  transit  demand  from  the  project  would  range  between  0.4%  and  1.1%  of  the  total 
peak-hour  travel  demand  on  the  individual  transit  carriers  in  the  year  2000. 

Peak-hour  transit  demand  on  Muni  in  the  year  2000  would  increase  about  25%  over  1984 
levels  in  the  Northeast,  Northwest  and  Southwest  corridors.  Muni  demand  in  the 
Southeast  corridor  would  increase  about  40%  between  1984  and  2000.  Peak-hour  demand 
on  the  other  agencies  would  increase  between  30%  and  70%  between  1984  and  2000. 

Peak-period  increases  in  demand  would  be  between  15%  and  70%  during  the  1984  to  2000 
period.  Overall  peak-period  travel  would  be  expected  to  increase  about  30%  between 
1984  and  2000.  Peak  period  demand  generated  by  the  project  would  range  from  0.3  to 
1.2%  of  the  total  peak  period  travel  demand.     Peak-hour  and  peak-period  passenger 
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loadings  would  be  worse  than  in  1984,  although  most  systems  would  operate  in  acceptable 
conditions  (Level  of  Service  D  or  better).  However,  BART  Transbay  and  Muni  to  the 
Southwest  would  be  in  Level  of  Service  E  during  the  peak  hour  and  the  peak  period. 

Although  the  data  in  Table  8,  are  calculated  on  the  basis  of  projections  for  the  Downtown 
Plan,  similar  conditions  would  be  expected  under  the  five  Alternatives  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR.  As  shown  in  Table  7,  total  transit  demand  under  Alternative  1  would  be  about 
12%  higher  than  under  the  Downtown  Plan  while  transit  demand  from  Alternative  4  would 
be  about  9%  lower  than  the  Plan.  As  noted  previously,  these  differences  would  not  be 
statistically  significant.  In  terms  of  Level  of  Service,  the  Downtown  Plan  would  be 
equivalent  to  the  five  Alternatives. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  Five-Year  Plan  improvements  for  the  transit  systems  are 

designed  both  to  provide  for  future  demand  increases,  and  to  improve  service  levels  from 

existing  conditions.    For  new  vehicle  to  expand  system  capacity  rather  than  represent 

replacement  on  a  one-to-one  basis,  operating  revenues  would  similarly  need  to  be 

increased.    During  the  year  2000  peak  hour,  Muni  service  to  the  Southwest  and  BART 

service  Transbay  would  exceed  the  desirable  passengers  per  seat  ratios  of  1.25  and  1.50, 
9 

respectively.  Although  the  transit  demand  in  the  two  corridors  in  excess  of  the  desirable 
loadings  would  be  able  to  be  accommodated  under  crowded  conditions  and  thus  would  not 
be  excess  demand;  (that  is,  not  beyond  capacity),  demand  in  excess  of  the  desirable 
loadings  would  mean  that  additional  transit  service  over  that  assumed  to  occur  by  2000 
would  need  to  be  provided  to  allow  transit  operations  in  the  two  corridors  to  meet  the 
goals  set  by  Muni  and  BART.  To  meet  the  goal  of  1.25  passengers  per  seat  in  the  peak 
hour,  Muni  would  have  to  increase  service  by  about  14%  in  the  Southwest  corridor  over 
the  amount  of  service  assumed  to  occur  in  2000.  To  meet  the  goal  of  1.50  passengers  per 
seat,  BART  would  have  to  provide  a  transbay  service  increase  of  14%  over  the  amount  of 
service  assumed  to  occur  by  2000. 

If  transit  service  were  not  increased  beyond  the  amounts  assumed  to  occur  by  the  year 
2000  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  transit  operations  (in  terms  of  passenger  comfort)  would 
be  slightly  better  than  1984  conditions.    Peak-hour  and  peak-period  passengers-per-seat 
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ratios  would  be  lower  than  1984  ratios  even  though  service  (in  some  corridors)  has  been 
assumed  to  increase  as  much  as  80%  between  1984  and  2000. 

If  the  Downtown  Plan's  Goals  regarding  increased  transit  use  were  achieved,  and  the 
proposals  in  the  Plan  regarding  transit  service  improvements  were  to  be  fully  developed 
and  in  place,  the  impacts  on  transit  agencies  would  be  less  than  described  above.  If  the 
Goals  were  achieved,  transit  agencies  would  experience  greater  levels  of  demand  than 
under  this  analysis  but  overall  passenger  loadings  would  be  lower  (and  within  desirable 
levels)  because  of  increased  transit  service  availability  that  would  come  about  if  the 
proposals  stated  in  the  Plan  are  developed.  Section  V.,  Mitigation,  contains  measures  that 
would  provide  the  additional  transit  service  required  to  mitigate  the  above  impacts. 

Also  shown  in  Table  8  is  an  independent  analysis  of  the  conditions  that  would  result  from 
adding  travel  from  the  Cumulative  List  to  the  1984  base  data,  as  is  specified  in  the 
Transportation  Guidelines.  As  noted  above,  the  estimates  calculated  by  adding  the  travel 
from  the  cumulative  list  to  the  1984  base  data  as  note  specifically  comparable  to  those 
from  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  method.  The  project  travel  would  represent  about  0.7%  of 
the  total  travel  on  transit  in  the  1984-plus-the-Cumulative-List  condition.  As  noted 
above,  the  List-based  analysis  overestimates  the  component  of  travel  from  San  Francisco, 
as  is  shown  in  Table  8  by  higher  P/S  ratios  for  Muni  in  the  Northwest  and  Southwest 
corridors  and  lower  P/S  ratios  for  BART  transbay,  SamTrans,  and  CalTrain  than  under  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  method.  Under  the  1984-plus-the-Cumulative-List  conditions,  Muni 
would  not  meet  its  service  goals  in  the  Northwest  and  Southwest  corridors;  this  would 
require  additional  service  increases  of  27%  and  20%,  respectively,  to  meet  Muni's  goal  of 
1.25  passengers  per  seat  in  the  peak  hour.  The  other  transit  agencies  would  meet  their 
service  goals  under  these  conditions. 

San  Francisco  Ordinance  No.  224-81  requires  a  project  sponsor  to  contribute  funds  for 
maintaining  and  augmenting  transportation  service  in  an  amount  proportional  to  the 
demand  generated  by  the  project.  The  project's  contribution  under  Ordinance  No.  224-81 
is  estimated  to  be  $1,980,000  (see  Section  IV.I.,  page  183). 
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PEDESTRIAN  MOVEMENTS 

Existing  pedestrian  flow  conditions  were  surveyed  at  the  intersections  of 
Battery/Sacramento  and  Battery/California  Streets  because  of  the  heavy  pedestrian 
traffic  and  Muni  stops  (see  Appendix  B,  Page  A~30,  for  definition  of  pedestrian  LOS,  and 
Figure  B-4,  page  A~36).  Existing  flows  are  generally  in  the  unimpeded  range  although 
midday  flows  are  impeded  on  the  Sacramento  and  California  Street  sidewalks  and  p.m. 
peak-period  flows  are  impeded  on  the  Battery  Street  sidewalk  (north  of  Sacramento 
Street). 

The  project  would  generate  about  2,495  p.m.  peak-hour  total  pedestrian  trips  and  3,215 
total  pedestrian  trips  during  the  peak  midday  hour,  (based  upon  City  guidelines1).  Mid-day 
pedestrian  volumes  are  generally  higher  than  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Assuming  that  one- 
half  of  the  trips. to/from  the  project's  retail  area  would  be  within  the  project  or  existing 
pedestrian  travel  diverted  to  the  project,  the  project's  pedestrian  travel  would  degrade 
pedestrian  flows  in  the  project  vicinity  changing  sidewalk  volumes  on  Battery, 
Sacramento,  and  California  Streets  now  in  the  unimpeded  range  to  the  impeded  range. 

Three  pedestrian  bridges  incorporated  into  the  project  design,  linking  the  project,  and  the 
project  to  the  existing  pedestrian  bridge  network  within  Embarcadero  Center,  could  have 
the  effect  of  reducing  sidewalk  impacts  by  providing  alternative  pedestrian  routes. 

With  cumulative  development  in  the  project  area,  pedestrian  flows  adjacent  to  the  project 
would  increase  by  an  additional  1096-20%  (see  Section  III. A.,  Table  3,  page  38  for  a  list  of 
office  development  in  the  project  vicinity).  If  existing  and  project  generated  pedestrian 
flows  were  increased  by  20%,  pedestrian  flows  could  reach  the  upper  limits  of  the 
impeded  range,  but  sidewalks  should  not  become  constrained. 

The  conversion  of  the  portion  of  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  site  into  a  full 
time  pedestrian  street  all  day  rather  than  in  the  noon  hour  only  would  differ  from 
guidelines  in  the  Downtown  Plan1^  and  the  San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian 
Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study.*1  The  Downtown  Plan  designates  Commercial 
Street  as  a  part-time  pedestrian  street,  defined  as  a  street  where  vehicles  are  prohibited 
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at  certain  hours  to  free  street  space  for  exclusive  pedestrian  use  or  where  adjacent  land 
uses  are  permitted  to  expand  into  public  rights-of-way  (e.g.,  restaurants).  The  proposed 
project  would  convert  Commercial  Street  to  a  landscaped  pedestrian  throughfare  closed 
to  vehicular  traffic.  This  would  encourage  pedestrian  travel  between  Sansome  Street  and 
Battery  Street.  The  eastern  half  of  Commercial  Street  would  become  a  ramp  leading  onto 
a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street,  which  would  connect  to  Embarcadero  Center. 
The  closure  of  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  site  and  conversion  to  a  pedestrian 
walkway  could  result  in  pedestrians  crossing  Battery  Street  mid-block  rather  than  crossing 
at  corner  crosswalks.  A  mid-block  traffic  signal  could  regulate  pedestrian  and  traffic 
flows  to  reduce  this  potentially  hazardous  situation  (see  Chapter  V.,  Mitigation,  page  193). 

TRAFFIC 

The  analysis  of  traffic  impacts  has  been  conducted  on  two  levels:  one  level  of  analysis 
considered  impacts  at  the  regional  screenlines,  the  second  level  of  analysis  considered 
impacts  at  intersections  in  and  near  the  downtown. 

Regional  Freeway  Analysis 

Analysis  of  traffic  conditions  at  the  regional  screenlines  has  been  conducted  for  both  the 
p.m.  peak  hour  and  the  two-hour  p.m.  peak  period.  A.m.  peak  traffic  conditions  at 
regional  screenlines  have  the  effect  of  metering  the  amount  of  traffic  that  reaches  the 
downtown  from  outside  of  the  City.  This  analysis  has  considered  p.m.  peak  conditions. 
P.m.  conditions  are  usually  most  severe  on  freeways  and  streets  within  San  Francisco, 
whereas  a.m.  peak  conditions  are  most  severe  at  locations  outside  the  City. 

Traffic  demands  at  the  regional  screenlines  in  1984  (see  Table  9)  during  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  were  found  to  use  between  90%  and  100%  of  the  available  capacity  on  the  freeways 
and  bridges.  Although  the  eastbound  capacity  of  the  Bay  Bridge  is  calculated  to  be  9,000 
vehicles  per  hour  (vph),  the  1984  peak-hour  demand  shown  in  Table  9  represents  the 
effective  eastbound  capacity.  The  volume  figures  shown  in  Table  9  for  1984  for  the  one- 
hour  and  two-hour  periods  are  averages  of  several  days;  thus,  values  for  individual  days 
may  be  different  than  the  average. 
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Peak-hour  freeway  operating  conditions  in  1984  were  found  to  be  generally  in  Level  of 
Service  D  to  E  conditions,  which  would  indicate  unstable  flows  in  the  35  mph  to  45  mph 
range.  Table  B~4,  Appendix  B,  shows  the  Level  of  Service  for  freeway  operations.  Peak- 
of-the-peak  conditions  within  the  peak  hour  were  found  to  be  worse  than  the  hourly 
conditions  because  of  surges  in  traffic  demand  during  the  peak  hour.  Conditions  during 
the  peak-period  at  the  screenlines  would  be  similar  to  those  experienced  during  the  peak- 
hour. 

As  shown  in  Table  9,  demand  during  the  peak  hour  in  the  East  Bay  and  Peninsula  corridors 

would  be  expected  to  increase  about  15%  between  1984  and  2000.    Peak-hour  demand  in 

the  North  Bay  corridor  would  increase  by  about  six  percent  between  1984  and  2000.  The 

project  travel  demand,  about  116  p.m.  peak-hour  and  180  peak-period  outbound  regional 

vehicle  trip-ends  would  represent  about  0.3%  of  the  total  demand  in  the  year  2000.  Both 

the  East  Bay  and  Peninsula  corridors  would  have  excess  peak-hour  demand  that  would  not 

12 

be  met  during  the  peak  period.  The  North  Bay  corridor  would  have  excess  demand  in 
the  peak  period.  Excess  auto  demand  would  result  in  either  a  spreading  of  the  demand 
into  the  hours  adjacent  to  the  peak  period  or  in  increased  transit  and  ridesharing  use 
should  additional  transit  service  (beyond  that  assumed  to  occur  by  the  year  2000)  or 
ridesharing  incentives  be  provided. 

Operating  conditions  at  the  regional  screenlines  would  be  at  or  near  capacity  in  Level  of 
Service  E.  Traffic  flow  conditions  would  be  expected  to  be  very  unstable  and  could 
experience  temporary  flow  interruptions  throughout  the  peak  period.  Peak-of-the-peak 
conditions  would  be  prevalent  during  the  peak  hour  and  might  extend  into  the  peak  period. 
The  overall  two-hour  commute  period  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  substantially  in 
the  future.  Rather,  the  occurrence  of  peak-of-the-peak  conditions,  now  less  than  one 
hour,  would  most  likely  expand  to  fill  the  one-hour  peak. 

As  shown  in  Table  9,  the  list-based  cumulative  analysis,  while  not  comparable  with  the 
year  2000  data,  produces  similar  estimates  of  future  demand.  The  results  reflect  the 
tendency  of  the  list-based  method  to  overestimate  regional  auto  travel.  The  project 
would  represent  about  0.3%  of  the  regional  auto  demand  in  this  condition.  The  Bay  Bridge 
and  1-280  would  have  excess  demand  during  the  peak  hour:  the  Bay  Bridge,  the  Golden 
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Gate  Bridge,  and  1-280  would  have  excess  demand  during  the  peak  period.  The  same 
conclusions  noted  above  regarding  future  operating  conditions  would  apply  to  this 
condition  as  well. 


Intersection  Analysis 

Peak-hour  traffic  volume  data  has  been  obtained  for  the  intersections  of  Sansome/Clay, 
Sansome/Sacramento,  Battery/Clay  and  Battery/Sacramento,  the  intersections  nearest 
the  project.  Capacity  calculations  indicate  that  these  intersections  operate  as  outlined  in 
Table  10,  page  143.  Clay  Street  also  serves  as  a  "feeder"  street  for  freeway  traffic. 

The  intersections  near  the  project  site  generally  operate  at  stable  traffic  flows  of 
service  level  A  (see  Appendix  B,  Table  B-2,  Page  A-32,  for  service  level  definitions).  It  is 
recognized  that  certain  intersection  turning  movements  are  delayed  by  pedestrian  flows. 
Thus,  right  and  left  turning  vehicles  at  these  intersections  can  experience  delays  typical 
of  service  level  D. 


TABLE  10 

PROJECTED  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION 
VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  RATIOS  (V/C)  AND  SERVICE  LEVELS 

Year  Year 

Intersection                                         Existing                     1990  2000 

LOS1  V/C2                LOS   V/C  LOS  V/C 

Sansome/Clay                                      A     0.38                  A     0.41  A  0.43 

Sansome/Sacramento                            A     0.29                  A     0.32  A  0.33 

Battery/Clay                                       A     0.45                  A     0.49  A  0.50 

Battery/Sacramento                             A     0.31                  A     0.34  A  0.35 


^Level  of  Service  descriptions  and  relationshps  to  V/C  ratios  are  shown  in  Appendix  B, 
Table  B~2  of  this  report.) 

2 

Ratio  of  intersection  traffic  volume  to  capacity 
Source:    EIP  Traffic  Count  conducted  June  1984. 
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The  localized  aspects  of  cumulative  development  on  streets  and  intersections  immediately 

adjacent  to  the  project  site  were  prepared  using  underlying  traffic  growth  factors 

representing  "worst  case"  scenarios.  It  is  estimated  that  in  the  City's  northeast  quadrant, 

13 

traffic  volumes  will  grow  8%  by  the  year  1990  and  11%  by  the  year  2000.  When  these 
traffic  growth  factors  are  applied  to  current  traffic  volumes,  level  of  service  estimates  at 
area  intersections  can  be  made  for  the  years  1990  and  2000.  Based  on  these  calculations, 
the  intersections  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity  would  continue  to  operate  at  Level  of 
Service  A.  Pedestrian  activity  could  continue  to  hinder  turning  movements,  producing 
delays  for  turning  vehicles  typical  of  service  level  D,  as  noted  above. 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  notes  that  the  Clay/Battery  intersection,  (the  closest  project 
area  intersection  analyzed  in  the  EIR)  currently  operates  at  service  level  D  or  better,  and 
estimates  Level  of  Service  D  or  better  for  both  1990  and  2000. 

Local  intersection  levels  of  service  could  be  affected  by  the  removal  of  the  1-480 
Embarcadero  Freeway.  The  1-280  Transfer  Concept  Program  Draft  EIR  (published 
October  1984)  indicates  that  by  the  year  2000,  traffic  growth  would  increase  p.m.  peak 
period  street  congestion  (street  queuing  and  intersection  service  deficiency)  at  locations 
where  congestion  presently  occurs.  This  includes  the  following  intersections: 
Montgomery/Market,  First/Mission,  Beale/Mission,  First/Harrison,  Sterling/Bryant, 
Sixth/Brannan.  Queuing  on  the  elevated  portion  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  could  back 
traffic  into  the  Clay/Battery  intersection,  creating  conditions  worse  than  the  Level  of 
Service  A  estimated  above.  Alternative  I  (No  Project  Alternative)  of  the  1-280  study 
indicates  the  Clay/Battery  intersection  would  be  Level  of  Service  D  if  minimal  or  no 
change  is  made  in  the  existing  transportation  system  (Freeway  retained).  If  The 
Embarcadero  Freeway  is  removed,  cars  would  not  be  queuing  on  Clay  and  Battery  Streets 
to  reach  the  freeway  ramps  and  Level  of  Service  at  Clay/Battery  would  remain  high. 
Removal  of  The  Embarcadero  Freeway  would  improve  traffic  conditions  at  the 
Clay/Battery  intersection. 

Various  alternatives  which  involve  removing  the  Freeway  could  cause  more  queuing  and 
congestion  on  streets  in  the  project  vicinity,  particularly  south  of  the  project  on  Battery, 
Montgomery,  California,  and  Bush  Streets.    Traffic  Impacts  of  various  alternatives  are 
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discussed  in  the  I  280  Transfer  Concept  Program  EIR,  section  V.).  The  1-280  program  is 
still  in  the  preliminary  stage.  Certification  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  expected  early  in  1985. 

The  results  of  the  1-280  Transfer  Concept  Program  EIR  and  the  Downtown  Plan  forecasts 
cannot  be  directly  compared.  For  example,  as  noted  elsewhere  in  the  transportation 
section  discussion,  the  Downtown  Plan  assumes  that  planned  transit  service  improvements 
would  be  implemented  by  the  year  2000,  while  the  1-280  Transfer  Concept  Program 
assumes  no  change,  or  minimal  change,  in  the  existing  transportation  system. 

PARKING 

The  project's  parking  demand  has  been  calculated  on  the  basis  of  trip  generation  and 
modal  split  data.  Based  upon  the  project's  travel  patterns,  parking  demand  would  be  about 
513  spaces,  calculated  as  follows: 

3 

•  5,002  daily  work  trips  x  22%  auto/1.6  persons  per  auto  /2  one-way  trips  per 
auto  =  344  long-term  parking  spaces. 

2  2  14 

•  18,995  daily  non-work  trips  x  10%  auto  /1.3  persons  per  auto  '    /2  one-way  trips 

per  auto/5.5  turnovers  daily ^  =133  short  term  parking  spaces. 

•  330  hotel  rooms  x  0.13  guest  parking  demand  per  room  =  43  hotel  guest  spaces. 

Total  project  demand  =520 

The  project  would  provide  42  valet  parking  spaces  and  create  a  net  decrease  of  42  parking 
spaces  (includes  75  valet  parking  spaces  on  parcel  1  and  nine  metered  parking  spaces  lost 
on  Commercial  Street),  leaving  an  excess  demand  for  562  long-term  and  short-term 
spaces.  With  the  added  parking  demand  in  an  area  of  saturated  parking,  motorists  would 
seek  parking  further  from  the  project  site  or  would  shift  travel  patterns  to  transit  or  ride 
sharing.  Further  parking  demand  would  be  generated  by  cumulative  downtown 
development.  This  cumulative  demand  would  generally  saturate  available  parking 
throughout  the  downtown  area.  (See  discussion  below.) 
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The  project  site  lies  within  the  "Downtown  Core,"  designated  in  the  City's  Comprehensive 

Plan  as  an  area  "where  priority  must  be  given  to  the  efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of 

business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors;  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to 

improve  pedestrian,  transit  and  service  vehicle  access  and  circulation;  where  priority  for 

the  use  of  limited  street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these 

functions;  and  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the 

15 

private  commuter  vehicle." 

Field  surveys  indicate  that  existing  off-street  parking  spaces  are  essentially  100% 

1 6 

occupied  in  the  project  area.  Because  a  vacancy  rate  of  5%  would  be  expected  as  a 
result  of  parking  space  turnover,  the  existing  parking  is  saturated. 

The  estimated  parking  demand  (both  long-term  and  short-term)  from  the  C-3  District  in 

1984  was  found  to  be  about  45,300  spaces,  which  would  occupy  about  94%  of  the  48,000 

17 

parking  spaces  in  and  near  the  C-3  District.  The  short-term  parking  demand,  while 
representing  about  25%  of  the  equivalent  daily  demand,  is  about  65%  of  the  daily  vehicle 
travel.  Although  the  equivalent  daily  demand  would  leave  about  10%  of  the  parking 
supply  vacant,  surges  in  short-term  demand  (more  travel  in  one  period  than  in  another 
period)  can  cause  temporary  localized  overloads  of  parking  facilities  within  various 
portions  of  the  downtown,  even  though  parking  may  be  available  elsewhere  in  the 
downtown. 

The  C-3  District  would  generate  demand  for  approximately  58,000  equivalent  daily 
parking  spaces  in  the  year  2000  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  an  increase  of  28%  from  1984. 
Short-term  demand  would  continue  to  represent  about  25%  of  the  total  demand.  The 
project  parking  demand  would  represent  about  1.0%  of  the  total  demand  from  the  C-3 
District.  The  parking  supply  has  been  assumed  to  be  about  51,000  spaces.  There  would  be 
a  parking  deficit  of  about  7,000  spaces  in  the  year  2000  if  vehicular  demand  occurs  as 
projected.  However,  as  shown  in  Table  8,  the  analysis  for  the  year  2000  forecasts  excess 
auto  demand  in  the  peak  hour  and  the  peak  period.  If  the  excess  demand  is  accommodated 
on  transit  or  ridesharing,  then  the  overall  parking  demand  would  decrease  from  the  above 
estimate  by  about  2,300  spaces.  If  the  Goals  of  the  Downtown  Plan  are  met,  total  parking 
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demand  in  the  year  2000  would  be  about  48,100  equivalent  daily  spaces,  an  increase  of  six 
percent  over  1984.  If  the  Goals  were  achieved,  there  would  not  be  a  parking  deficit. 

The  list-based  analysis  shows  future  demand  for  11,400  spaces  from  projects  in  the  C-3 
District,  which  when  added  to  the  1984  data,  would  generate  a  total  demand  of  56,700 
spaces.  While  similar  to  the  58,000-space  (unmitigated)  demand  from  the  Downtown  Plan, 
the  list-based  demand  is  not  comparable  for  the  reasons  stated  above,  in  particular 
because  the  list-based  analysis  assumes  a  static  modal  split  and  thus  overestimates  future 
auto  demand. 


Although  the  parking  demands  discussed  above  are  calculated  on  the  basis  of  projections 
for  the  Downtown  Plan,  similar  conditions  would  be  expected  under  the  five  Alternatives 
in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  Although  not  shown  in  Table  7,  parking  demand  from  the  C-3 
District  under  Alternative  1  would  be  about  4%  higher  than  under  the  Downtown  Plan, 
while  that  under  Alternative  4  would  be  about  1%  lower  than  that  under  the  Plan. 

18 

The  project's  freight  loading  needs  have  been  calculated  according  to  City  guidelines. 
The  project's  freight  loading  requirement  would  be: 


•  611,000  gsf  office  space 

(g.  0.1  space/10,000  sq.  ft.      =  6.11  spaces 

•  254,000  gsf  hotel  space  =  2.00  spaces 

•  59,500    gsf  retail  and  restaurant  space  =  2.38  spaces 


Total  =      10.49  spaces 

The  project  would  include  ten  off-street  freight  loading  spaces,  in  accordance  with  size 
and  other  requirements  of  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9286,  and  the  requirements  of 
the  Downtown  Plan. 


Vehicle  and  loading  access  to  the  proposed  project  would  be  from  Clay  Street,  a  transit 
preferential  street.  "Policy  Guidelines  for  Transportation  Access  to  Hotels"  (Department 
of  City  Planning)  indicates  that  primary  access  to  hotels  should  not  be  from  transit 
preferential  streets.  In  the  case  of  Embarcadero  Center  West,  all  streets  surrounding  the 
hotel  are  transit  preferential  streets  and  access  from  a  non-transit  street  is  unavailable. 
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Ten  freight  loading  spaces  would  be  located  in  the  project's  service  level  (first  basement 
level)  and  accessible  via  a  vehicle  ramp  from  Clay  Street.  Trucks  would  be  able  to  turn 
within  the  structure  and  enter  and  exit  the  building  with  forward  motion.  The  hotel's 
main  entrance  would  be  a  "U"  shaped  pull  through  driveway  on  Clay  Street.  This  would 
provide  an  off-street  curb  space  for  loading  and  unloading  private  autos  and  taxi  cabs  as 
well  as  an  area  for  a  taxi  queuing.  The  project  is  required  to  provide  one  tour  bus  loading 
space  (Planning  Code,  Section  162).  This  would  be  located  in  the  main  entrance  drive. 
The  presence  of  a  bus  in  the  entrance  drive  would  reduce  the  space  available  for  other 
vehicles.  Limiting  the  duration  of  bus  stops  in  the  entrance  drive  to  the  minimum  amount 
of  time  necessary  to  actually  load  and  unload  passengers  would  reduce  possible  conflicts. 
Valet  parking  would  be  provided  for  42  cars  on  lower  parking  levels.  Entrance  to  the  valet 
parking  would  be  via  the  auto  ramp  from  Clay  Street. 

Existing  freight  loading  to  Parcel  1  (450  Sansome  Street,  not  part  of  the  project)  is  in  a 
service  entry  located  on  Commercial  Street.  The  sponsor  proposes  that  if  Commercial 
Street  were  converted  to  a  full-time  pedestrian  street,  loading  for  450  Sansome  be 
accomplished  through  the  project's  proposed  hotel  loading  ramp  from  Clay  Street  (see 
Project  Description).  Trucks  for  450  Sansome  would  enter  the  Clay  Street  ramp  and  once 
on  the  service  level,  turn  into  the  existing  450  Sansome  parking  area.  Parcels  2  and  3 
would  also  have  loading  access  via  the  service  level  (first  basement  level).  Existing 
frieght  loading  on  surrounding  streets  would  not  be  affected. 

Closure  of  Commercial  Street  would  cause  some  change  in  traffic  circulation. 
Commercial  Street  is  not  a  through  Street.  It  is  closed  at  Battery  Street  and  is  used  for 
parking  and  service  access.  Service  access  would  be  relocated  to  Clay  Street  on  the  north 
side  of  the  site.  Nine  metered  parking  spaces  would  be  eliminated.  (Loss  of  these  spaces 
is  included  in  the  net  decrease  of  spaces  discussed  in  this  section.  See  page  145.) 

CONSTRUCTION  ACTIVITY 

Based  upon  the  project's  construction  costs  and  two-year  construction  schedule,  it  is 
estimated  that  an  average  of  approximately  600-650  construction  workers  would  be 
employed  on-site  over  the  period  of  time  (see  Section  IV.L,  Employment,  Housing  and 


148 


IV.E.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Transportation 


Fiscal  Factors,  page  174).  If  all  of  the  construction  employees  were  to  drive  with  limited 
ridesharing  and  similar  work  shifts,  about  600-650  auto  trips  would  be  generated  during 
the  employees'  evening  commute  period.  Because  construction  employees  tend  to  work 
earlier  shifts,  it  is  likely  that  only  a  portion  of  this  travel  would  occur  during  the  4:30- 
5:30  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  construction  employee  trips  would  not  degrade  traffic  service 
levels  on  the  adjacent  street  network.  Employees  would  seek  parking  in  the  project  area, 
competing  with  other  employees  and  visitors  for  the  limited  parking  currently  available. 
Construction  activity  could  also  encroach  onto  sidewalk  areas,  disrupting  pedestrian 
flows.  Two  Muni  bus  stops  would  be  affected  by  construction;  the  stop  on  Battery  Street 
north  of  Sacramento,  and  the  stop  on  Sacramento  west  of  Battery.  Both  of  these  stops 
would  be  affected  by  construction  of  the  portico/addition  to  the  Federal  Reseve  Bank  and 
the  pedestrian  bridge  over  Sacramento  Street.  The  Battery  Street  bus  stop  would  be 
maintained  at  its  present  location,  although  construction  activity  may  cause  the  sidewalk 
width  to  be  reduced.  The  Sacramento  Street  bus  stop  would  be  temporarily  moved  to  the 
northwest  corner  of  Sacramento  at  Battery  to  remove  it  from  the  pedestrian  bridge 
construction  area.  Muni  overhead  wires  on  Sacramento  Street  would  be  maintained  for 
uninterrupted  trolley  service  during  construction,  and  any  bridge  would  be  constructed  to 
allow  trolley  clearance  and  accommodate  trolley  wires.  The  Muni  and  Golden  Gate 
Transit  bus  stops  in  front  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  on  Sansome  would  not  be  affected. 

Construction  would  probably  also  entail  the  removal  of  the  parking  lanes  adjacent  to  new 
construction  on  Battery  Street  and  Sacramento  Street  adjacent  to  Parcels  1  and  3.  This 
would  mean  the  temporary  removal  of  about  15  metered  Commercial  (yellow  zone) 
parking  spaces. 
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San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review; 
Transportation  Impacts,  November  1984. 

'Caltrans,  Tenth  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation,  July  1975. 

*San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  The  Downtown  Plan,  EE81.3,  certified  October  18, 
1984.  This  document  is  an  analysis  of  projected  growth  in  the  C-3  District  to  the  year 
2000  under  the  Downtown  Plan  and  five  alternatives.  The  transportation  analysis  in  the 
EIR  includes  projections  of  future  modal  splits  for  work  and  non-work  travel  for  the  p.m. 
peak  period,  peak  hour  and  daily  time  periods.  This  document  is  on  file  and  available  for 
public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor. 

^San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
Environmental  Impact  Report  for  The  Downtown  Plan,  EE81.3,  certified  October  18, 
1984.  This  document  is  an  analysis  of  projected  growth  in  the  C-3  District  to  the  year 
2000  under  the  Downtown  Plan  and  five  alternatives.  The  transportation  analysis  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  includes  projections  of  future  modal  splits  for  work  and  other  (non- 
work)  travel  for  the  p.m.  peak  period,  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  daily  time  periods.  That 
document  is  on  file  with  and  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor. 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  contains  about  50  pages  of  text  devoted  to  the  description  of 
transportation  impacts  in  the  greater  downtown  area,  as  well  as  an  additional  30  pages  of 
text  describing  transportation  mitigation  measures.  The  information  in  this  Draft  EIR  is 
not  intended  to  be  a  comprehensive  summary  of  the  transportation  analysis  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR,  but  summarizes  portions  relevant  to  the  proposed  project  and  its 
contribution  to  cumulative  impacts.  For  details  and  assumptions  used  to  arrive  at  the 
data  and  results  presented  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  see  Sections  IV.E,  Transportation 
Setting  and  Impact,  and  V.E,  Transportation  Mitigation,  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR, 
which  are  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  report  and  summarized  in  the  text  as 
appropriate. 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Traffic  Survey  Series  A-48  and  MA-60,  Spring 
1977  and  Spring  1983. 

The  analysis  of  historic  trends  in  travel  patterns  is  from  the  following  sources: 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  Travel  Observations  of  the  Bay  Bridge  Corri- 
dor, October  21,  1981;  Homburger  and  Dock,  Trends  in  Traffic  Patterns  at  the  Bay 
Bridge  and  Caldecott  Tunnel,  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  DOT-BIP-WP-32-3-77, 
July  1977;  telephone  survey  of  500  drivers  conducted  in  April  1980  by  Golden  Gate 
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Transit,  data  supplied  by  Alan  Zahradnik,  Transportation  Planner,  on  February  16,  1983; 
Office  of  the  Auditor-Comptroller,  Comparative  Record  of  Traffic  for  the  Month  of 
November,  May  27,  1937  through  November  30,  1982,  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District;  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  Planning  Division,  Projections 
of  Future  Muni  Demand  and  Vehicle  Requirements,  October  1982;  San  Mateo  County 
Transit  District,  SamTrans  Five-Year  Transportation  Development  Plan:  1983-1988, 
April  1983;  California  Department  of  Transportation,  CalTrain  Caltrans/Southern  Pacific 
Peninsula  Train  Service  Five-Year  Plan  1983-1988,  July  1983;  and  traffic  volume  counts 
from  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Division  of  Traffic  Engineer- 
ing and  from  1983  San  Francisco  Cordon  Count,  JHK  and  Associates,  July  1983. 

8  - 

See  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  pages  II.9-II.il  for  a  comparison  of  the  cumulative  list 
projections  with  those  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

9 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway,  Short-Range  Transit  Plan  1983-1988,  July  1983.  Bay 
Area  Rapid  Transit  District,  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  for  the  Five-Year  Period  July 
1983  Through  June  1988,  August  1983. 

^San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for, Citizen 
Review,  August  1983,  page  138,  revised  November,  1983,  amended  June,  October,  and 
November,  1984. 

Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and 
Goods  Movement  Study,  September  1980,  page  30. 

12 

Table  IV.E.4,  p.  IV.E.36,  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  contains  a  discussion  of  the 
implications  of  excess  demand  at  the  regional  screenlines. 

13 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review: 
Transportation  Impacts,  November  1984. 

14 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  1983:  Downtown  Cordon  Count,  1983. 

15 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Element,  Adopted  April, 
1983,  Policy  8,  p.  41. 

16 

Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  Environmental  Assessment  on  Property  Disposi- 
tion, February  25,  1983. 
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The  parking  survey  data  and  other  supporting  calculations  and  data  used  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR  transportation  impact  analysis  are  on  file  and  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Office  of  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street, 
Fifth  Floor. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Amendments  to  the  Planning  Code  to 
Implement  the  Downtown  Plan  (Interim  Controls),  November  29,  1984,  Section  152.5. 
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F.    AIR  QUALITY 

Upon  completion,  the  project  would  affect  air  quality  in  two  ways:  emissions  would  be 
generated  by  project-related  traffic  and  by  combustion  of  natural  gas  for  space  and  water 
heating.  Transportation  sources  would  account  for  over  95%  of  project-related  emissions. 

Construction  activities  would  generate  pollutants  in  the  project  vicinity.  Trucks  and 
equipment  would  release  exhaust  that  would  affect  neighboring  buildings  during  construc- 
tion hours.  Site  preparation  and  construction  activities  would  generate  suspended 
particulate  matter.  Although  emission  factors  upon  which  to  base  estimates  of  the 
resulting  atmospheric  concentrations  of  particulates  are  not  available,  violations  of  the 
state  24-hour  total  suspended  particulate  (TSP)  standard  may  result  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  project. 

Projected  daily  emissions  of  pollutants  in  1990  from  project-generated  traffic,  and  from 
cumulative  development  traffic,  based  on  the  March  10,  1984  list  of  cumulative  office 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  (Appendix  E,  Table  E-l,  pages  A-49  to  A-53)  are 
shown  in  Table  11  page  154.  Table  11  compares  the  cumulative  list-based  emissions 
projections  to  emissions  projected  for  C~3  District  development  by  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR  (EE81.3,  certified  October  18,  1984)  ,  and  to  total  emissions  projected  for  the  entire 
Bay  Area  by  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  The  project  would  contribute  about  2% 
of  the  total  air  pollutant  emissions  generated  by  cumulative  list  projects,  and  about  4%  of 
the  total  emissions  generated  by  Downtown  Plan  development  in  1990.  Alternative  1  to 
the  Downtown  Plan  (covered  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR)  would  generate  about  38%  more 
emissions  in  2000  (from  development  between  1990  and  2000)  than  would  the  Downtown 
Plan.  Alternative  4  would  generate  about  7%  less  emissions  than  would  the  Downtown 
Plan.  Emissions  generated  by  Alternatives  2,  3  and  5  would  fall  within  this  range.  The 
types  of  air  quality  impacts  under  these  alternatives  would  be  the  same  as  those  under  the 
Downtown  Plan;  their  magnitudes  would  vary  in  proportion  to  their  differences  in 
emissions. 
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TABLE  11 

PROJECTED  DAILY  POLLUTANT  EMISSIONS 
(tons/day)1 


Cumulative 

4 

Downtown  Plan 

Bay 

Area^ 

Pollutant 

Project  19902 

List  1990 

1990 

2000 

1990 

2000 

Hydrocarbons 

0.11 

1.4 

0.6 

0.6 

428 

428 

Nitrogen  Oxides 

0.14 

1.8 

0.8 

0.8 

558 

610 

Carbon  Monoxide 

1.3 

17.0 

6.8 

6.8 

1,952 

1,883 

Particulates 

0.2 

2.7 

1.1 

1.3 

562 

649 

Sulfur  Oxides 

0.018 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

194 

233 

Project,  Cumulative  List,  and  Downtown  Plan  emissions  calculated  using  BAAQMD, 
EMFAC6C  vehicular  emission  factors.  Emission  of  HC,  NOx,  and  CO  include  an  assumed 
six  minutes  of  idling  time  per  vehicle  trip.  Emissions  of  TSP  include  dust  disturbed  from 
roadway  surfaces. 

Based  upon  daily  average  of  77,000  miles  traveled. 

Incremental  emissions  of  downtown-area  development  based  on  list  of  projected  Cumula- 
tive Office  Development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  as  of  March  10,  1994  (see  Appendix 
C,  Table  C-2,  pp.  A-36). 

Incremental  emissions  of  C-3  District  development,  per  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Table 
IV.1.2,p.IV.1.12. 

Cumulative  total  emissions  of  Bay  Area  development,  per  ABAG,  BAAQMD,  MTC,  1982 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  pp.  42,  53,  and  112. 
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Motor  vehicle  trips  associated  with  downtown  development  would  emit  more  nitrogen 
oxides  (NOx)  than  hydrocarbons  (HC),  both  of  which  are  chemical  precursors  of  ozone, 
while  emissions  from  the  building's  natural  gas  combustion  would  consist  primarily  of 
NOx.  On  the  basis  of  the  Livermore  Regional  Air  Quality  Model  (LIRAQ)  ozone 
simulations  conducted  for  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  incremental  NOx 
emissions,  in  excess  of  incremental  HC  emissions,  could  lead  to  a  slight  decrease  in  peak 
ozone  concentrations  in  the  Bay  Area.  This  relationship  between  NOx  and  HC  emissions 
would  hold  both  under  the  cumulative  list  scenario  and  the  Downtown  Plan  scenario  shown 
in  Table  11.  Thus,  emissions  of  HC  and  NOx  generated  by  the  project  and  by  cumulative 
development  would  not  increase  the  Bay  Area  ozone  concentrations.  If  the  HC  emission 
reduction  strategies  adopted  in  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  are  successful,  these 
concentrations  are  expected  to  meet  the  federal  standards  by  1987. 

NOx  emissions  would  decrease  in  San  Francisco  by  about  2%  from  1984  to  2000  but  would 
increase  in  the  Bay  Area  by  about  5%  from  1984-2000.  It  is  possible,  that  the  Bay  Area 
cumulative  NOx  emissions  could  increase  ozone  and/or  nitrogenous  oxidant  concentrations 
further  downwind,  outside  the  Bay  Area.  In  addition,  incremental  NOx  emissions 
generated  by  cumulative  development  throughout  the  Bay  Area  (including  the  project) 
could  increase  acid  rain  further  downwind,  outside  the  Bay  Area  to  a  relatively  small 
extent,  due  to  the  magnitude  of  the  increase  and  to  dilution  over  time  and  distance. 

In  1990  and  2000  according  to  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  area-wide  traffic  volumes  in  the 
downtown  area  would  increase  by  about  8%,  and  15%,  respectively.  Average  traffic 
speeds  would  decrease  by  about  one  mph  and  2  mph,  respectively  from  1984  speeds. 
However,  in  1990  and  2000,  the  average  vehicle  is  expected  to  emit  32%  and  43%, 
respectively  less  CO  than  in  1984  due  to  ongoing  state  and  federal  emissions  controls.  CO 
concentrations  at  the  11  intersections  in  the  downtown  study  area  as  analyzed  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  would  decrease  from  1984  to  1990  and  thereafter  to  2000.  CO 
concentrations  at  10  of  the  11  intersections  would  be  within  the  state  and  federal 
standards  in  1990  and  2000  under  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  Alternatives.  CO 
concentrations  at  one  intersection  would  continue  to  exceed  the  state  and  federal  eight- 
hour  standards  both  in  1990  and  2000  under  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  Alternatives. 
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Curbside  CO  concentrations  at  the  four  intersections  most  affected  by  project-generated 
traffic,  and  by  cumulative  development  traffic  (based  both  on  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
growth  projections  and  on  the  March  10,  1984  cumulative  list),  were  projected  for  worst- 
case  conditions  and  are  compared  with  the  ambient  standards  in  Table  12,  (see  page  157). 
These  projections  were  calculated  using  a  revised  version  of  the  Modified  Linear  Rollback 
(MLR)  method  which  was  developed  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

The  results  indicate  that  both  the  state  and  federal  eight-hour  average  CO  standards  are 
violated  under  current  conditions  at  Battery/Clay.  No  other  violations  of  state  and 
federal  standards  are  predicted  to  occur  under  existing  or  future  conditions  at  these 
locations.  Since  CO  concentrations  drop  off  rapidly  with  distance  from  curbside, 
occupants  of  nearby  buildings  would  be  exposed  to  lower  concentrations  of  CO  than 
reported  in  Table  12.  Pedestrians  in  the  project  vicinity  would  be  exposed  to  higher 
concentrations  than  would  occur  without  the  project,  but  the  increase  would  be  com- 
parable to  the  range  of  error  in  conventional  monitoring  or  modeling.  No  other  sensitive 
receptors  were  identified  that  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

Emissions  of  TSP  generated  by  the  project  and  by  cumulative  development  would  increase 
TSP  concentrations,  which  could  increase  the  frequency  of  TSP  standard  violations  in  San 
Francisco,  with  concomitant  health  effects  and  reduced  visibility. 

Emissions  of  sulfur  oxides  (SOx)  generated  by  the  project  and  by  cumulative  development 
would  probably  not  bring  San  Francisco's  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2)  concentrations  measurably 
closer  to  violating  the  standard. 

The  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  contains  these  strategies,  which  consist  primarily 
of  HC  and  CO  emission  controls  on  stationary  sources  and  motor  vehicles,  and  transporta- 
tion improvements,  and  are  aimed  at  attaining  the  federal  ozone  and  CO  standards.  As 
discussed  above,  emissions  associated  with  the  project  and  with  cumulative  downtown 
development  are  not  projected  by  this  EIR  or  by  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  to  increase 
ozone   concentrations  and   thus    would   not    indirectly   conflict  with    the  objectives 


156 


IV.F.  Environmental  Impacts: 
Air  Quality 


TABLE  12 


EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  CURBSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS 

AT  SELECTED  INTERSECTIONS 
(parts  per  million) 


Averaging 

Cumulative 

Downtown  Plan 

Time 

1984 

List  19902 

1990 

2000 

Clay/Sansome 

1  hour 

10.8 

8.3 

8.4 

7.9 

8  hour 

8.5 

6.4 

6.5 

6.0 

Battery/Clay 

1  hour 

13.0 

9.9 

9.9 

9.2 

8  hour 

10.5 

8.0 

8.1 

7.4 

Sacramento/Sansome 

1  hour 

9.7 

7.6 

7.6 

7.2 

8  hour 

7.6 

5.8 

5.9 

5.4 

Battery/Sacramento 

1  hour 

10.0 

7.9 

7.9 

7.4 

8  hour 

7.8 

6.1 

6.1 

5.6 

Calculations  were  made  using  the  Modified  Linear  Rollback  Air  Quality  Model  described 
in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  Underlined  values  are  in  excess  of  the  state  or  federal  CO 
standards.  The  one  hour  state  standard  is  20  ppm,  the  one  hour  federal  standard  is  35 
ppm,  and  the  eight  hour  state  and  federal  standards  are  9  ppm.  Details  are  on  file  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 

i 

Based  on  the  list  of  projected  Cumulative  Office  Development  in  Downtown  San 
Francisco  as  of  March  10,  1984,  Table  E-l,  page  A-49. 

Based  on  growth  projection  methodology  contained  in  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Table  IV. 1. 3., 
Comments  and  Responses,  page  1.8. 

Source:      EIP  Corporation 
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regarding  ozone  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  However,  cumulative  downtown 
development  is  projected  by  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  potentially  to  result  in  a  violation  of 
the  8  hour  average  CO  standard  at  the  Brannan  and  Sixth  Street  intersection,  analyzed 
therein.  The  model  used  to  make  the  CO  projections  might  not  be  accurate  to  within  the 
percentages  of  the  excesses.  Therefore,  until  additional  CO  'hotspot'  monitoring  is 
performed  to  validate  the  model  projections,  a  determination  of  whether  downtown 
development  would  conflict  with  objectives  of  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan 
regarding  CO  cannot  be  made. 

The  pollutant  emissions  and  CO  concentrations  shown  in  Tables  11  and  12  were  projected 
for  1990  on  the  basis  of  two  different  sets  of  future  growth  assumptions,  with  differing 
results.  In  one  case,  a  list  of  specific  projects  proposed,  approved  and  under  construction 
was  used  (the  list  of  Cumulative  Office  Development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco, 
March  10,  1984).  In  the  other  case,  the  employment  growth  trend  approach  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  was  used,  and  those  projections  presented.  In  both  cases,  the  method 
for  the  air  quality  analyses  was  identical.  However,  the  results  using  projected 
cumulative  development  are  not  directly  comparable  with  those  from  the  Downtown  Plan 
EIR  for  several  reasons. 

First,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  projected  cumulative  development  on  the  list 
would  be  completed  and  occupied  sometime  between  1990  and  2000,  rather  than  in  either 
of  those  two  analysis  years  used  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The  pollutant  emissions  and 
CO  concentrations  were  calculated  for  1990  using  the  cumulative  list,  even  though  those 
projects  are  not  expected  to  be  completed  until  the  mid-1990s,  in  order  to  provide  a 
comparison  with  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  results.  However,  this  has  the  effect  of 
artificially  increasing  the  cumulative  list  results,  because  average-vehicle  emission  rates 
will  decline  with  time,  as  a  result  of  federal  and  state  controls. 

Second,  the  transportation  analysis  used  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  differs  from  that 
used  for  the  cumulative  list,  as  described  in  Section  IV. E,  Transportation  Impacts  (pages 
120  to  129).  Briefly,  these  differences  include  the  fact  that  a  cumulative  list-based 
analysis  assumes  that  the  same  proportion  of  new  employees  would  commute  by  private 
auto  as  is  currently  the  case.  In  contrast,  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  projects  that 
commuters  will  shift  from  driving  alone  to  using  carpools  and  transit,  because  commute 
routes  such  as  the  Bay  Bridge  are  already  at  or  near  capacity  and  could  not  accommodate 
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all  of  the  vehicles  that  would  be  used  if  the  proportion  of  persons  driving  alone  to  work 
remained  constant. 

Other  reasons  for  the  differences  include  the  use  in  the  cumulative  list  analysis  of  a 
constant  regional  distribution  of  trips,  whereas  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  forecasts  a 
declining  percentage  of  new  employees  residing  in  San  Francisco,  and  the  lack  in  the 
cumulative  list  approach  of  discounting  factors  to  account  for  trips  between  individual 
projects  within  the  Downtown.  Also,  the  cumulative  list  applies  to  the  entire  Downtown 
area,  a  larger  geographical  area  than  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  which  applies  to  the  C-3 
District  only. 

Thus,  total  (regional)  vehicle  miles  traveled  and  the  resulting  pollutant  emissions 
projected  using  the  cumulative  list  approach  are  considered  artificially  high.  On  a  local 
intersection  basis,  traffic  volumes  and  the  resulting  CO  concentrations  might  or  might  not 
be  higher  with  the  cumulative  list  approach,  depending  on  the  particular  location.  This  is 
because  the  cumulative  list  method  does  not  distribute  traffic  on  all  the  same  streets  in 
the  same  proportions  as  does  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  method.  For  the  two  intersections 
analyzed  here,  the  projected  traffic  volumes  and  CO  concentrations  are  higher  with  the 
cumulative  list  approach. 
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G.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Noise  measurements  were  made  on  the  afternoon  of  Thursday,  June  3,  1983,  at  six 

locations  in  the  site  vicinity.1    The  major  noise  sources  are  trucks  and  buses.  Existing 

2 

noise  levels  are  highest  on  Sansome  Street  (Leq  of  71),  lowest  on  Commercial  Street  (Leq 
of  64)  and  similar  on  Clay,  Sacramento,  Battery  and  Halleck  Streets  (Leq  of  67-68). 
Sansome  Street  is  heavily  traveled  by  both  auto  and  bus  traffic  during  the  afternoon, 
which  accounts  for  its  higher  noise  level.  Noise  levels  are  likely  to  be  higher  on  Battery 
Street  during  the  morning  commute  hours.  Maximum  levels  at  the  typical  building 
setback  on  these  streets  generally  reach  80  dBA,  with  occasional  peaks  to  85  and  even  90 
dBA.  Based  on  24-hour  measurements  made  on  Battery  Street  and  elsewhere  in  the 
Financial  District,  the  day/night  average  noise  level  (h^n)  on  the  project  site  ranges  from 
about  66  dBA  for  the  portion  of  the  site  facing  Commercial  Street  to  a  maximum  of  73 
dBA  for  the  buildings  fronting  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  take  place  over  approximately  24  months  in 
three  phases:  demolition,  foundation  excavation  and  construction,  and  building  erection. 
Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  upon:  phase  of  construction;  type  of 
equipment  used  during  each  phase;  noise  emitted  during  use  of  noisy  equipment;  duration 
of  equipment  use;  distance  between  noise  source  and  receptor;  and  the  noise  propagation 
characteristics  of  the  path  between  the  noise  source  and  the  receptor  (for  example, 
shielding  by  barriers  or  intervening  buildings  that  results  in  a  reduced  noise  level  at  the 
receptor).  Due  to  the  preliminary  nature  of  the  project  plans,  it  is  not  now  known  what 
specific  techniques  or  equipment  would  be  used  during  construction  phases.  In  order  to 
estimate  possible  construction  noise  impacts,  this  EIR  assumes  typical  equipment  and 
construction  techniques,  (see  Table  D-l,  page  A-45,  for  typical  noise  level  information). 

Demolition  of  the  building  on  Parcel  3  would  probably  require  jackhammers,  which 
typically  emit  levels  of  88  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet.  Rubble  would  be  loaded  into 
trucks  with  front-end  loaders  and  hauled  away.  Front-end  loaders  and  trucks  emit  levels 
of  85  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet. 
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Foundation  excavation  would  require  pavement  breakers  on  the  existing  parking  lot  on 
Parcel  1  and  bulldozers,  graders,  haul  trucks  and  front-end  loaders  for  the  excavated 
material.  Pavement  breakers  emit  noise  levels  of  about  90  dBA  measured  at  a  distance  of 
50  feet.  It  is  anticipated  that  pavement  breakers  would  be  used  for  less  than  a  week  on 
the  existing  asphalt  pavement. 

During  foundation  construction,  the  major  noise  sources  would  be  concrete-pumping 
trucks  and,  if  necessary,  pile  drivers  on  Parcels  1  and  3.  At  the  time  this  report  was 
prepared  it  was  not  known  whether  the  foundation  for  the  structure  on  Parcel  1  would  be 
supported  by  piles  or  mat;  however,  for  purposes  of  this  report  the  worst-case  is  assumed 
and  thus  the  analysis  addresses  the  use  of  pile  drivers.  Concrete-pumping  trucks  generate 
noise  levels  of  up  to  about  85  dBA  at  50  feet;  pile  drivers  generate  up  to  about  105  dBA  at 
50  feet. 

During  building  erection,  the  major  noise  sources  would  be  concrete  pumpers,  power  saws, 
cranes,  air  compressors,  generators  and  impact  torque  wrenches.  The  noisiest  single 
activity  during  building  construction  would  be  the  sporadic  use  of  impact  wrenches  to 
fasten  shear  connectors  and  metal  decking  to  the  steel  frame.  Impact  wrenches  emit 
about  95  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet  and  are  typically  used  for  a  few  months  during  the 
building  erection  phase. 

Construction  noise  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  controlled  by  Ordinance 
274-72,  Regulation  of  Noise,  Section  2907.  The  ordinance  requires  that  all  powered 
construction  equipment  except  impact  tools  and  equipment  emit  not  more  than  80  dBA 
measured  at  100  feet  (86  dBA  at  50  feet).  Impact  tools  and  equipment  including  pavement 
breakers,  jackhammers,  and  pile  drivers  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  ordinance  does 
not  require  mufflers  on  impact  tools  used  in  San  Francisco.  The  ordinance  does  prohibit 
construction  work  from  8  p.m.  to  7  a.m.  if  noise  from  such  work  exceeds  the  ambient 
noise  levels  by  5  dBA  at  the  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Works. 
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The  noise  levels  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  have  the  greatest  effect  upon 
the  buildings  nearest  the  site  and  would  diminish  by  about  6  dBA  with  every  doubling  of 
distance.  Construction  noise  levels  would  be  greatest  during  the  foundation  construction 
phase  on  Parcels  1  and  3  and  during  the  building  erection  phase  on  Parcels  1  and  3.  During 
the  foundation  excavation  and  demolition  phases  of  the  project,  noise  levels  would  be 
about  10  dBA  lower.  An  office  building  with  operable  windows  is  directly  south  of  the 
site,  across  Halleck  Street.  Adjacent  to  the  site  on  the  west  is  350  Sansome  Street,  also 
with  operable  windows.  The  Golden  Gateway  Center,  two  blocks  northeast  of  the  project 
site,  also  has  operable  windows. 

Should  pile  driving  be  required  during  the  foundation  construction  phase  on  Parcel  1,  all 
surrounding  outdoor  spaces  within  50  feet  would  experience  a  noise  level  of  about 
105  dBA.  The  interior  noise  level  would  be  75  dBA  or  lower  in  the  offices  at  the  east  end 
of  the  office  building  contiguous  to  Parcel  1.  The  core  structure  of  this  building  would 
shield  its  offices  from  the  construction  noises  on  Parcel  1.  One  possible  effect  of  the 
construction  activity,  especially  pile  driving,  would  be  disruption  of  the  elevator  opera- 
tions in  the  building's  core  structure  due  to  vibrations  and  shifting  of  the  building's 
foundation.  One  possible  mitigation  measure  would  be  the  requirement  of  a  vibration 
monitoring  survey  as  a  part  of  the  dewatering  study  to  monitor  potential  foundation 
shifting  (see  Chapter  V,G.,  Mitigations,  page  190). 

The  interior  noise  level  in  the  nearest  offices  across  Clay  Street  would  range  from  88  dBA 
with  open  windows  to  83  dBA  with  closed  windows  during  pile  driving.  The  interior  noise 
level  in  the  retail  businesses  in  Embarcadero  One  nearest  Battery  Street  would  be  about 
73  dBA.  The  noise  levels  at  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  apartments  would  be  determined 
by  the  location  of  pile  driving  on  Parcel  1.  Location  of  the  pile  driver  at  the  east  end  of 
the  parcel  would  allow  a  direct  line-of-sight  with  the  east  tower  of  the  Golden  Gateway 
Center,  producing  an  interior  noise  level  of  76  dBA  with  open  windows  and  71  dBA  with 
closed  windows  in  the  nearest  apartments  along  Battery  Street.  Location  of  the  pile 
driver  at  the  east  end  of  Parcel  1  would  result  in  slightly  lower  interior  noise  levels  at  the 
Golden  Gateway  Center  due  to  blocking  of  the  line-of-sight  by  the  buildings  across  Clay 
Street.  As  the  pile  is  driven  further  into  the  ground,  the  point  of  impact  would  become 
further  and  further  away  from  the  affected  residential  apartments.  Accordingly, 
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apartments  at  higher  floors  in  of  the  residential  highrises  would  be  farther  from  the  point 
of  impact. 

The  interior  noise  levels  at  the  Golden  Gateway  Center  during  pile  driving  on  Parcel  1 
would  disturb  residents'  conversations  and  phone  use.  During  all  phases  of  the  construc- 
tion process,  the  expected  interior  noise  levels  at  Golden  Gateway  Center  would  make 
daytime  sleeping  difficult. 

During  building  erection  on  Parcels  1  and  3,  the  major  noise  impacts  would  occur  during 
the  use  of  the  impact  wrenches.  The  peak  interior  noise  level  during  the  use  of  the 
impact  wrenches  on  Parcel  1  would  be  about  10  dBA  lower  (or  about  60  dBA)  on  the 
surrounding  buildings  than  during  the  pile  driving  phase.  The  use  of  impact  wrenches  on 
Parcel  3  would  create  an  interior  noise  level  of  about  63  dBA  in  those  buildings  across 
Battery  Street.  The  two  buildings  across  Halleck  Street  (south  of  the  site)  would  have  a 
peak  interior  noise  level  of  about  80  dBA  with  windows  open  and  75  dBA  with  windows 
closed. 

With  construction  noise  levels  of  60  dBA  during  shoring/foundation  and  steel  erection 
phases,  no  interference  of  office  activities  would  be  expected,  although  some  office 
workers  might  be  annoyed  and  occasionally  distracted.  Noise  levels  between  60  and  70 
dBA  would  be  annoying  and  distracting,  and  interfere  with  relaxed  conversation,  but  would 
not  interfere  with  telephone  use.  At  levels  between  70  and  80  dBA,  workers  would  find  it 
difficult  to  concentrate,  relaxed  conversation  would  be  impossible,  conversations  on  the 
phone  would  be  difficult,  and  worker  dissatisfaction  could  be  expected.  At  noise  levels 
above  80  dBA,  it  would  be  essentially  impossible  to  carry  on  normal  work  routines. 

In  summary,  during  pile  driving,  noise  levels  in  the  interior  of  buildings  surrounding  the 
project  would  be  high  enough  to  disturb  residents  and  workers. 


The  noise  report  for  this  project,  Fundamental  Concepts  of  Environmental  Noise,  was 
prepared  by  Charles  M.  Salter  and  Associates,  and  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 
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Decibel  A  logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity.  Sound  waves,  traveling  outward 
(dB)  from  a  source,  exert  a  force  known  as  sound  pressure  level  (commonly 
called  "sound  level"),  measured  in  decibels. 

dBA  Decibel  corrected  for  the  variation  in  frequency  response  to  the  typical  human 
ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

L,jn  An  averaged  sound  level  measurement,  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative 
noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the  greater 
annoyance  of  nighttime  noises.  Noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted 
10  dBA  higher  than  daytime  noise. 

Leq  The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  that,  in  a  stated  period  of  time,  would 
contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during  the 
same  period. 
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Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  supplies  energy  to  San  Francisco  customers.  Electrical 

energy  is  generated  from  various  sources  of  energy  including  oil,  gas,  hydroelectric, 

geothermal,  nuclear,  wind,  cogeneration  and  solid  waste.1   In  future  years  PG&E  expects 

to  generate  electricity  from  these  sources  and  from  coal.    The  proportion  of  energy 

generated  from  oil  and  gas  is  expected  to  decrease  by  1990  with  corresponding  increases 

2 

in  the  proportion  of  energy  generated  from  the  other  sources  listed  above. 

Energy  is  currently  used  on-site  for  a  parking  lot  on  Parcel  1  and  the  435  Sacramento 

3 

Building  on  Parcel  3.  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  at  400  Sansome  (Parcel  2)  and  the 
office/warehouse  at  241  Battery  (Parcel  3)  are  now  vacant.  For  the  12-month  period 
ending  in  1983,  the  total  amount  of  electricity  consumed  at  the  project  site  was  106,000 
kilowatthours.  The  total  amount  of  natural. gas  consumed  was  89,000  therms.  Together 
these  are  the  energy  equivalent  of  1,800  barrels  of  oil. 

The  project  would  require  about  300  billion  BTU  of  energy  for  construction  in  the  form  of 
gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  electricity  and  lubricants.  This  is  the  energy  equivalent  of  54,000 
barrels  of  oil. 

New  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  required  to  conform  to  energy  conservation  standards 

specified  by  Title  24  of  the  California  Admdinistrative  Code.   The  State  allows  building 

developers  to  comply  with  the  standards  through  the  component  performance  standards 

method  which  requires  the  incorporation  of  a  set  of  specific  design  features,  through  the 

use  of  nondepletable  energy  resources,  or  by  demonstrating  that  the  building  would 

consume  no  more  than  a  specified  quantity  of  energy,  expressed  as  BTU's  per  square  foot- 

4 

per  year  (energy  budget).  Documentation  showing  compliance  with  these  standards  is 
submitted  with  the  application  for  the  building  permit,  and  is  enforced  by  the  Bureau  of 
Building  Inspection. 

At  this  stage  in  the  project  design,  there  is  insufficient  information  upon  which  to  base  a 
building  energy  budget  analysis  for  either  Title  24  compliance  or  other  engineering 
purposes.   Therefore,  estimates  of  the  likely  energy  consumption  of  the  proposed  project 
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have  been  made  based  upon  comparisons  with  other  recent  projects  in  San  Francisco  and 
assuming  compliance  with  Title  24  by  the  energy  budget  method.  The  resulting  estimates 
are  shown  in  Table  13,  page  167. 

Daily  and  annual  load  distribution  curves  for  the  project  cannot  be  estimated  at  this  time 

because  of  the  lack  of  detailed  design  information.   As  load  curves  are  not  governed  by 

Title  24,  no  reasonable  assumptions  are  readily  available.  It  may  be  noted,  however,  that 

similar  projects  in  San  Francisco  for  which  load  curves  have  been  developed  show  peak 

electrical  consumption  occurs  on  hot  August  or  September  afternoons  (due  to  demand  for 

g 

cooling),  which  coincides  with  PG&E's  systemwide  peak.  Representative  load  curves  for 
natural  gas  and  electricity  consumption  in  office  buildings  are  shown  in  Figures  39  and  40, 
pages  169  and  170.  The  drop  in  electrical  demand  at  the  noon  hour  shown  in  Figure  39  is 
due  to  smaller  demand  for  appliance  operation  and  cooling  as  workers  stop  for  lunch. 
Natural  gas  demand  of  other  office  projects  has  been  predicted  to  peak  during  cold 
January  mornings,  which  does  not  coincide  with  the  systemwide  peak,  which  occurs  on 
cold  January  evenings.  The  actual  load  curves  for  the  proposed  project  would  be  expected 
to  be  similar  in  shape  but  different  in  magnitude  of  demand  from  those  in  Figures  39  and 
40.  The  energy  consumption  of  the  hotel  would  alter  the  shape  of  the  daily  curves  toward 
greater  consumption  in  early  mornings  and  evenings.  The  time  of  year  of  the  annual  peaks 
would  not  be  affected.  The  hotel's  peak  electrical  consumption  would  coincide  with  the 
time  of  day  of  PG&E's  systemwide  peak,  as  would  the  hotel's  natural  gas  consumption. 
Information  upon  which  to  base  project-specific  curves  is  unavailable  at  this  time. 

The  project  through  its  proposed  use  of  integrated  energy  systems  would  respond  to 
Objective  3,  Policy  5  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Energy  Element  to  the  Comprehensive 
Plan.  The  project  through  its  proposed  mitigation  measures  to  encourage  the  use  of 
transportation  alternatives  to  the  automobile  would  also  conform  to  Objective  4,  Policy  1 
of  the  Energy  Element. 

Based  on  the  March  10,  1984  list  of  cumulative  office  development  in  downtown  San 
Francisco  (Appendix  E,  page  A-48),  yearly  estimated  electrical  consumption  for  the 
projected  19  million  square  feet  of  additional  office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco 
would  be  approximately  340  million  kWh  of  power  per  year  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E~l, 
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TABLE  13 

ESTIMATED  PROJECT  ENERGY 

Allowable  Under  Title  24  Energy  Budget 
2 

Total  annual  BTU    per  square  foot  of  office 
space 

Total  annual  BTU  per  square  foot  of 
retail  space 

Total  annual  BTU  per  square  foot  of  hotel 
space** 

Daily  Natural  Gas  Consumption4 

Estimated  daily  natural  gas  consumption 
per  square  foot 

Estimated  peak  daily  natural  gas  consumption^ 

Monthly  Electric  Consumption^ 

Estimated  monthly  electric  consumption 
per  square  foot 

Estimated  total  monthly  electric  consumption 
Annual  Consumption 

Estimated  total  annual  natural  gas  consumption 
Estimated  total  annual  electric  consumption 
Connected  kilowatt  load 
Estimated  total  annual  energy  consumption 


USE 


126,000  BTU  per  square 
foot  per  year 

200,000  BTU  per  square  foot 
per  year 

141,000  BTU  per  square 
foot  per  year 


220  BTU 
1,090  therms 

1.2  kilowatt  hours 

1.4  million  kilowatt  hours 

252,000  therms 

14.2  million  kilowatt  hours 

5,500  kilowatts 

141  billion  BTU  equivalent 
to  25,200  barrels  of  oil 


The  project  would  include  611,000  gsf  of  office  space,  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space,  35,185 
gsf  of  restaurant  space  and  254,000  sq.ft.  of  hotel  space.  Energy  use  includes  space 
conditioning,  service  water  heating  and  lighting  in  accordance  with  allowable  limits 
under  Title  24.  Estimated  electricity  consumed  by  typewriters,  computers,  coffee- 
makers,  etc.,  is  included  in  the  projections,  although  not  included  in  the  Title  24 
estimates.  Transportation  energy  use  appears  in  a  separate  table. 

BTU  (British  Thermal  Unit):  A  standard  unit  for  measuring  heat.  Technically,  it  is  the 
quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  one  pound  of  water  1°  Fahrenheit 
(251.97  calories)  at  sea  level. 
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Hotel  energy  consumption  is  based  on  9.47  kWh  per  square  foot  per  year  for  electricity 
and  0.64  therms  per  square  foot  per  year  of  natural  gas.  These  figures  are  averages  for 
the  PG&E  service  area  supplied  by  Dan  Green  of  the  California  Energy  Commission.  They 
are  equivalent  to  a  total  of  161,000  BTU  per  square  foot  per  year. 

'The  assumed  split  between  electricity  and  natural  gas  for  office  and  retail  (90% 
electricity,  10%  natural  gas)  uses  is  based  upon  predicted  consumption  rates  of  other  San 
Francisco  projects.  However,  this  "split"  is  sensitive  to  the  design  used;  actual 
consumption  rates  may  differ  considerably. 

The  amount  of  gas  that  would  be  consumed  is  based  on  unpublished  building  energy 
consumption  data  supplied  by  David  Rubin,  Department  of  City  Planning,  oral  communi- 
cation, April  1984. 

As  detailed  engineering  studies  have  not  been  performed  for  the  proposed  design, 
estimates  of  peak  natural  gas  consumption  are  highly  speculative.  A  review  of  load 
curves  prepared  for  other  projects  indicates  that  peak  demand  may  be  about  50%  greater 
than  average  demand.  The  estimate  here  is  based  on  that  assumption. 

The  amount  of  electricity  that  would  actually  be  used  includes  non-occupant  loads 
covered  by  Title  24  as  well  as  electric  loads  from  computers,  copiers  and  typewriters. 
The  total  estimated  electricity  consumption  is  based  on  unpublished  building  energy 
consumption  data  supplied  by  David  Rubin,  Department  of  City  Planning,  personal 
communication,  April  1984. 

Note:         Energy  Conversion  Factors: 

one  gallon  gasoline  =  125,000  BTU 

one  kilowatt  (kw)  =  10,239  BTU  assuming  operational 

efficiency  of  33%  for  fossil  or  nuclear  fueled  power  plant 
one  therm  =  100,000  BTU 

one  cu.ft.  of  natural  gas  =  1,100  BTU  at  source 
one  barrel  of  oil  =  5,600,000  BTU 
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GAS  CONSUMPTION, 
TYPICAL  OFFICE  BUILDING 


FIGURE  39 
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ELECTRICAL  CONSUMPTION, 
TYPICAL  OFFICE  BUILDING 


FIGURE  40 
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page  A-49  for  a  list  of  these  projects).1    Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  in  examining 

its  ten-year  load  growth  projections  for  San  Francisco,  believes  that  growth  rates  of  net 

new  office  space  in  the  downtown  area  will  diminish  in  the  next  decade  from  the  historic 

figure  of  1.5  million  square  feet  per  year  to  between  1  million  and  1.2  million  square  feet 
g 

per  year.     Total  increased  energy  demand  for  the  next  decade  would  be  approximately 

9 

200  million  kWh  of  electricity  per  year,  less  than  projected  using  the  cumulative  list.  The 
lower  PG&E  prediction  is  largely  due  to  its  lower  estimation  of  future  development. 

Projections  of  electrical  use  for  growth  that  would  occur  under  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
indicate  an  increase  of  about  210  million  kWh  of  electricity  per  year  between  1984  and 
1990  as  a  result  of  all  new  development  occuring  in  the  C-3  District.  From  the  period 
1984  to  2000,  electrical  consumption  rates  would  increase  annually  by  330  to  350  million 
kWh  above  present  figures,  or  120  million  to  140  million  kWh  per  year  above  the  increases 
estimated  for  the  1984-1990  period.1^  Electric  requirements  for  development  that  would 
occur  with  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  would  increase  between 
300  million  and  500  million  kWh  per  year  between  1984  and  2000. 11 

Natural  gas  consumption  for  new  office  development  would  be  less  than  current  demand, 

7 

which  includes  consumption  in  older,  less  energy-efficient  buildings.  Based  on  growth 
estimates  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  the  Department  estimates  that,  between 
1984  and  2000,  gas  consumption  will  grow  by  470  million  cubic  feet  (about  five  million 
therms)  per  year  of  which  210  million  cubic  feet  (about  two  million  therms)  per  year 
would  be  for  office  uses.^  Natural  gas  requirements  for  development  that  would  occur 
with  the  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  would  increase  between  580  and 
810  million  cu  ft  (about  six-nine  million  therms)  per  year  between  1984-2000. 

For  two  reasons,  referenced  estimates  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  are  not  directly 
comparable  to  those  estimates  made  by  applying  energy  consumption  factors  to  the  square 
footage  of  projected  cumulative  development  (list  method).  First,  the  list-based  energy 
projections  estimate  energy  demand  at  the  time  of  full  buildout  (mid-1990s)  rather  than 
during  the  1984-1990  and  1990-2000  time  periods  as  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  Second, 
about  75%  of  the  projects  on  the  March  10,  1984  list  of  projected  cumulative  development 
in  downtown  San  Francisco  fall  within  the  C-3  District  boundary,  which  means  the  list 
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method  estimates  energy  consumption  for  a  larger  area  than  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The 
PG&E  projection  cannot  be  compared  to  the  projections  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
because  they  cover  different  time  periods. 

A  comparison  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  PG&E  estimates  for  projected  energy  demands  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  for  1990-2000  is  being  prepared  by  PG&E  in  a  report  to  be 
released  later  this  year.  PG&E  plans  to  meet  increased  San  Francisco  energy  demands  to 
the  year  2000  are  discussed  on  pages  IV.G.  13-14  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  which  are 
hereby  incorporated  by  reference.  In  summary,  that  material  indicates  the  demand 
increases  in  electricity  would  be  met  from  nuclear  sources,  oil  and  gas  facilities, 
hydroelectric  and  geothermal  facilities,  and  other  sources  such  as  cogeneration,  wind  and 
imports.  PG&E  plans  to  continue  receiving  most  of  its  natural  gas  from  Canada  and  Texas 
under  long-term  contracts. 

Transportation  demand  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  also  result  in  energy 
consumption.  The  amounts  of  electricity,  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  which  would  be 
consumed  by  various  modes  of  transit  are  shown  in  Table  14.  These  figures  were 
calculated  based  on  data  contained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The  total  annual 
transportation  energy  which  would  be  consumed  by  the  proposed  project  is  214  trillion 
BTU,  the  energy  equivalent  of  38,000  barrels  of  oil. 


TABLE  14 


PROJECT  RELATED  ANNUAL  TRANSPORTATION  ENERGY  CONSUMPTION 


Electricity 

Gasoline 

Diesel 

Total  BTU 

(kilowatt  hours) 

(gallons) 

(gallons) 

(millions) 

Auto/Taxi/ Jitney/Motorcycle 

879,000 

123,000 

BART 

5,261,000 

53,900 

Muni  Electric 

1,022,000 

10,500 

Regional  Bus  Systems 

132,700 

21,200 

SPRR 

34,300 

5,500 

Project  Total 

6,283,000 

879,000 

167,000 

214,100 

The  methods  used  to  calculated  these  figures  are  described  in  detail  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  EIR,  EE81.3,  certified  October  18,  1984,  Appendix  N.  The  associated  data  is 
contained  in  Table  N.6. 
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Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  1981  Annual  Report,  San  Francisco,  California,  1982. 

i 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  1980  Annual  Report,  San  Francisco,  California,  1981. 

This  building  will  remain;  therefore,  its  energy  use  was  not  included  in  this  report. 

State  of  California  Energy  Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Commission, 
Conservation  Division,  Energy  Conservation  Design  Manual  for  New  Nonresidential 
Buildings,  October,  1977. 


Unpublished  building  energy  consumption  data. 


Load  curves  for  air-conditioned  office  buildings  in  San  Francisco  tend  to  be  similar 
across  a  wide  range  of  building  designs.  This  is  because  energy  consumption  rates 
correlate  well  with  outside  temperature  and  working  hours.  The  load  curves  shown  in 
Figures  39  and  40,  pages  169  and  170,  were  selected  to  provide  an  indication  of  the  shape 
of  the  actual  load  curves,  which  cannot  be  calculated  until  the  design  work  has 
proceeded  further.  An  example  of  similar  load  curves  can  be  found  in  the  Final  EIR  for 
Second  Street  Square  (82.59 IE),  certified  January  12,  1984. 

Energy  consumption  factors  of  18  kWh  sq.ft. /year  and  11  cu. ft. /year  (about  12100  Btu) 
are  based  on  unpublished  data  of  actual  building  consumption  rates  supplied  by  David 
Rubin,  Department  of  City  Planning,  personal  communication,  April,  1984  and  include 
base  power  consumption  of  the  building  core  (uses  covered  by  Title  24)  and  power 
demands  of  electric  office  machines  (uses  not  covered  by  Title  24). 

Ken  Austin,  Commercial-Industrial  Marketing  Supervisor,  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company,  letter  of  March  23,  1984.  Available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  450  McAllister  St.,  5th  Floor,  San 
Francisco. 


PG&E's  analysis  of  a  typical  office  building  yielded  an  annual  consumption  of  about  17 
kWh  per  sq.ft.  per  year  which  agrees  with  the  City's  estimate  within  the  limits  of 
estimation  methodology. 

The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  uses  a  consumption  rate  factor  of  18  kWh/square  foot/year  from 
1984-1990  and  16  kWh/square  foot/year  from  1990-2000.  These  different  factors  are  due 
to  Title  24  revisions  to  reduce  building  energy  budgets.  These  new  standards  would  be 
reflected  by  lower  electrical  consumption  in  buildings  constructed  by  1990. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Vol.  I,  pages  IV.G.l- 
IV.G.17. 
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I.      EMPLOYMENT,  HOUSING  AND  FISCAL  FACTORS 

1.  Employment 

At  full  operation,  the  proposed  project  would  accommodate  an  estimated  2,743  net  new 
permanent  jobs  at  the  project  site  (see  Table  15,  page  175).  These  would  include  about 
2,200  net  new  office  workers  (62  employees  retained  at  435  Sacramento  Street  and  2,142 
employees  at  one  worker  per  275  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space  for  589,000  square 
feet),  69  retail  workers  (at  one  worker  per  350  square  feet  for  24,315  square  feet),  101 
restaurant  workers  (at  one  worker  per  350  sq.  ft.  for  35,185  sq.  ft.)  86  janitorial/service 
workers  (at  one  worker  per  12,000  total  gross  square  feet  for  1,020,500  square  feet),  280 
hotel  jobs  (at  one  worker  per  908  square  feet  hotel  space  for  254,000  square  feet)  and  3 
net  new  parking  jobs.1  No  existing  jobs  would  be  displaced  by  the  proposed  project. 

The  jobs  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  create  additional  Bay  Area  employment 
through  a  multiplier  effect.  Assuming  that  the  new  jobs  created  as  a  result  of  the  project 
were  primarily  in  the  Finance,  Insurance  and  Real  Estate  (FIRE)  sector,  about  9,700  net 
new  additional  jobs  in  other  sectors  of  the  Bay  Area  economy  could  result  (see  Appendix 
G,  Table  G-l,  page  A-62).  The  multiplier  encompasses  jobs  generated  in  the  entire  Bay 
Area;  therefore,  the  specific  number  of  additional  jobs  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result  of  the 
multiplier  effect  cannot  be  to  calculated.^ 

About  12,440  net  new  permanent  Bay  Area  jobs  would  thus  be  supported  by  the  project 
(2,742  net  new  direct  jobs  plus  the  9,696  net  new  jobs  induced  by  the  multiplier). 

Construction  activities  are  expected  to  take  about  24  months  and  generate  about  2,270 

3 

person-years  of  construction  labor  or  about  1,135  construction  jobs.  As  a  result  of  the 
multiplier  effect  of  project  construction,  about  3,510  additional  person-years  of  employ- 
ment would  be  generated  in  the  Bay  Area.  Some  of  this  secondary  employment  would  be 
in  San  Francisco,  although  it  is  difficult  to  estimate  the  amount. 
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TABLE  15 

PROJECTED  NET  NEW  EMPLOYMENT  AT  PROJECT  SITE 


Employment  Type 

Net  New 
Building  Space 
(sq.ft.) 

Space 
Per  1 
Employee 

Projected 
Net  New 
Employees 

Office 

589,000 

275  sq.ft. 

2,2042 

Retail 

24,315 

350 

69 

Hotel 

254,000 

908 

280 

Restaurant 

35,185 

350 

101 

Maintenance 

1,020,300 

12,000 

86 

Parking 

4,550 

5,100 

3 

TOTAL 

1,020,500 

2,743 

Factors  based  on  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Growth  Management 
Alternatives  for  Downtown  San  Francisco  -  Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report,  May 
1983,  Table  IV-C.2. 

■ 

Figure  includes  62  employees  retained  at  435  Sacramento  Street  and  2,142  employees 
resulting  from  new  office  construction. 


Note:  Two  existing  buildings  on  the  project  site,  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  and  241 
Battery  Street,  are  vacant;  office  space  in  the  435  Sacramento  Street  building  is 
occupied. 

Source:  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation. 
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2.  Housing 

The  project  would  increase  the  demand  for  housing  in  San  Francisco.   According  to  the 

City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  guidelines, 

without  subtracting  formerly  occupied,  now  vacant,  office  space  on  the  site,  the 

4 

project  would  generate  a  net  demand  for  524  units  in  San  Francisco.    This  estimate 

assumes  that  40%  of  the  2,204  new  office  workers  would  live  in  San  Francisco  and  their 

new  households  would  contain  1.8  San  Francisco  office  workers.  (There  is  193,000  gsf  of 

formerly  occupied  office  space  on  the  project  site  that  would  be  redeveloped  including 

rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant  space  and  demolition  and  replacement  with  office,  retail, 

and  related  uses).  Subtracting  this  floor  area  (193,000  gsf)  yields  396,000  gsf.  This  would 

result  in  an  OHPP  requirement  of  352  units.    Under  the  OHPP  guidelines,  this  latter 

4 

number  would  be  the  housing  obligation  of  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  loan  the  A.F.  Evans  Co.,  Inc.,  $750,000  to  develop  101 

units  of  federally  assisted  Section  8  elderly  housing  and  a  senior  citizens  center,  in  order 

to  mitigate  the  estimated  housing  demand  generated  by  the  project.  The  project  sponsor 

seeks  202  housing  credits  for  this  proposal.  In  consideration  of  this  loan,  the  Department 

of  City  Planning  has  given  preliminary  approval  to  202  housing  credits  under  the 

guidelines  of  the  OHPP.  Final  approval  for  issuance  of  housing  credits  by  the  Department 

would  be  contingent  upon  initial  endorsement  of  the  Section  8  Housing  Assistance 

5 

Payments  Contract  by  the  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  The 
sponsor  would  satisfy  the  balance  of  the  requirement  (150  housing  units  of  project- 
generated  housing  demand)  in  accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines  (see  Section  V,  Mitiga- 
tion Measures,  page  196).  It  should  be  noted  that  housing  credits  are  not  the  equivalent  of 
housing  units.  The  Planning  Commission  must  decide  during  the  project  approval  process 
whether  the  above  described  proposal  would  mitigate  housing  demand  due  to  the  project. 

An  alternative  analysis  of  the  relationship  between  downtown  office  growth  and  housing 
demand  in  San  Francisco  was  documented  in  a  report  prepared  by  Recht  Hausrath  and 
Associates,  Economists,  which  appears  as  Appendix  C,  pages  289  through  329,  of  the  101 
Montgomery  Street  EIR,  certified  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  8941,  May  7, 
1981.   This  report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
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450  McAllister  Street,  Fifth  floor,  and  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR 
pursuant  to  Section  15149  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  guidelines. 

This  study  estimated  that  15%  -  30%  of  the  people  newly  employed  in  San  Francisco  as  a 
direct  result  of  the  downtown  office  projects  would  move  to  San  Francisco  and  that  there 
is  an  average  of  1.4  San  Francisco  workers  in  each  San  Francisco  household  which  contains 
downtown  workers.  Under  these  assumptions,  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  for 
about  170  to  339  households  moving  into  San  Francisco.  The  study  further  concluded  that 
most  people  cannot  afford  housing  costs  in  the  City. 

3.  Housing  Affordability 

Pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines,  Section  15150a, 
discussion  of  housing  affordability  for  new  office  workers  is  incorporated  by  reference 
from  the  Second  Street  Square  Final  EIR,  82.591E,  certified  January  12,  1984  (pages  53- 
55).  Briefly,  while  a  survey  of  occupants  of  a  building  comparable  to  the  project  would 
yield  some  housing  affordability  data,  accurate  identification  of  housing  affordability 
characteristics  for  persons  entering  the  San  Francisco  housing  market  as  a  result  of  a  new 
office  project  is  virtually  impossible.  Two  major  stops  are  required  in  such  analysis.  The 
first  step  involves  identification  of  the  workers  who  are  newly  employed  in  San  Francisco 
as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  problems  with  making  such  a  determination  include:  a)  the 
identity  of  persons  employed  in  the  newly  constructed  space  cannot  be  known  prior  to 
occupation  of  the  project;  b)  persons  working  in  newly  constructed  space  would  not 
necessarily  be  newly  employed  in  San  Francisco;  c)  newly  created  employment 
opportunities  may  be  filled  by  persons  already  employed  in  San  Francisco;  and  d)  persons 
newly  employed  in  San  Francisco  in  newly  created  jobs  may  not  have  obtained  their  jobs 
as  a  result  of  the  project. 

The  second  step  involves  determining  the  amount  of  money  that  the  household  of  the  new 
workers  could,  or  would,  pay  for  housing.  Such  an  analysis  would  require  a  survey  beyond 
the  usual  areas  of  housing  preference,  current  housing  costs  and  income,  to  determine 
personal  household  information  such  as  family  assets,  debts,  tax  position,  etc.  Since  many 
people  may  be  unwilling  to  provide  such  personal  information,  the  responses 
received  would  not  accurately  reflect  current  housing  affordability. 

A  limited  analysis  of  housing  affordability,  based  on  available  data  indicates  that  most 
project  employees  would  not  be  able  to  afford  ownership  housing  in  San  Francisco, 
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although  some  employees,  depending  on  the  number  of  workers  per  household,  would  be 

able  to  do  so.  Most  project  employees,  except  the  lowest-paid  clerical  employees  desiring 

g 

to  live  alone,  would  be  able  to  afford  rental  housing  in  San  Francisco. 

The  problems  with  making  such  a  determination  include:  i)  the  identity  and  financial 
resources  of  persons  employed  in  the  newly  constructed  space  cannot  be  known  prior  to 
occupation  of  the  project;  ii)  persons  working  in  the  newly  constructed  space  (in  old  or 
newly  created  jobs)  may  not  be  newly  employed  in  San  Francisco;  and  iii)  persons  newly 
employed  in  San  Francisco  in  newly  created  jobs  may  not  have  obtained  their  jobs  as  a 
result  of  new  office  development.  Even  if  the  number  of  new  employees  and  their 
preferences  for  housing  were  known,  a  household's  ability  to  pay  for  housing  depends  on  a 
variety  of  factors  in  addition  to  individual  income,  such  as  family  composition  and  housing 
preferences.^ 

4.  Cumulative  Effects 

a.  Downtown  Office  Space 

The  proposed  project,  together  with  other  major  downtown  office  buildings  under  formal 
review  (8.7  million  net  new  square  feet),  approved  (4.8  million  net  new  square  feet)  and 
under  construction  (5.1  million  net  new  square  feet)  would  add  about  19.0  million  gross 
square  feet  of  net  new  office  space  if  all  were  to  be  built  (see  Appendix  E,  Table  E-2, 
page  A-57  of  this  report).  This  list  subtracts  existing  office  space,  on  the  sites  of  new 
buildings,  that  would  be  demolished.  Of  the  19.0  million  square  feet  of  office  space  on 
the  cumulative  list,  about  13.0  million  are  within  the  C-3  District. 

Projections  for  alternatives  in  the  Downtown  Plan  Final  EIR  for  the  C-3  District  indicate 
a  total  of  about  70.5  million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  (including  existing  and 
proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction)  in  1990  and  between  77.5  and  86.5  million  gross 
square  feet  of  office  space  in  2000,  an  increase  of  14.4  to  24.4  million  square  feet.  The 

Downtown  Plan  would  result  in  an  increase  of  about  16.8  million  square  feet ."  Tne 
forecasts  considered  land  availability,  location  preferences,  market  conditions  and  eco- 
nomic trends  as  independent  variables,  plus  various  zoning  and  planning  policies  of  the 
Downtown  Plan,  and  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The 
forecasts  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  are  of  space  expected  to  be  built  and  occupied  in  the 
C-3  District  between  1984  and  2000. 
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The  amounts  of  office  space  on  the  cumulative  list  and  in  these  forecasts,  although 
distinct  from  each  other,  can  be  compared.  The  list  contains  about  13.0  million  square 
feet  of  office  space  in  the  C~3  District  and  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  indicates  about  8.4 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  being  added  to  the  C~3  District  between  1984  and 
1990.  The  13.0  million  square  feet  on  the  list  would  be  expected  to  be  absorbed  in  the 
mid-1990s. 

Office  space  projections  for  all  alternatives  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  for  the  year  2000 
would  exceed  existing  office  space  plus  office  space  on  the  cumulative  list,  as  the 
cumulative  list  cannot  take  into  account  projects  not  yet  proposed.  Office  space  on  the 
cumulative  list  would  be  absorbed  in  the  mid-1990s  under  all  Downtown  Plan  EIR 
alternatives.  These  comparisons  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  all  projects  on  the 
cumulative  list  would  be  built  as  proposed  and  projects  not  yet  proposed  (not  yet  on  the 
cumulative  list)  would  not  be  built  before  the  years  identified  above.  In  addition,  these 
comparisons  are  based  only  on  projects  on  the  cumulative  list  within  the  C~3  District. 

b.  Residence  Patterns  and  Housing 

This  section  takes  a  long-term  perspective,  focusing  on  changes  in  downtown  office 
workers  living  in  San  Francisco  and  the  housing  market  implications  of  downtown  growth. 

Future  Residence  Patterns:  Employment  growth  and  building  development  in  downtown 
San  Francisco  will  result  in  more  employees  working  and  living  in  the  City.  Over  time, 
more  existing  residents  will  take  San  Francisco  jobs  and  others  who  take  San  Francisco 
jobs  will  move  into  the  City. 

Downtown  Plan  Forecast  as  Cumulative  Context:   Forecasts  of  residence  patterns  in  the 

Q 

year  2000  were  prepared  for  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  The  scenario  of  C-3  District 
building  development  and  employment  growth  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  as  described  in 
the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  incorporates  the  effects  of  policies  affecting  the  size,  cost  and 
location  of  new  development  as  well  as  underlying  economic  conditions  influencing  the 
demand  for  space.  The  forecasts  of  residence  patterns  for  this  growth  scenario 
incorporate  future  housing,  labor  force  and  employment  patterns  in  San  Francisco  and 
throughout  the  region  and  consider  changing  demographic,  housing  market  and  trans- 
portation factors. 
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According  to  the  Downtown  Plan  forecasts,  approximately  137,000  C~3  District  office 

workers  would  be  living  in  San  Francisco  in  2000.   This  represents  an  increase  of  25,000 

residents  employed  in  C~3  District  offices  over  the  112,000  estimated  for  1984,  a  22% 
9 

increase.  Relatively  more  employed  San  Franciscans  would  be  employed  in  C-3  District 
office  jobs.  The  percentage  of  employed  San  Franciscans  holding  C~3  District  office  jobs 
would  increase  from  32%  in  1984  to  34%  in  2000.  Relatively  fewer  C-3  District  office 
jobs  would  be  held  by  San  Franciscans.  The  percentage  of  C-3  District  office  jobs  held  by 
San  Franciscans  would  decline  from  50%  in  1984  to  45%  in  2000.  These  changes  would 
result  from  cumulative  development  and  employment  growth  in  the  C-3  District  between 
1984  and  2000. 

It  is  important  to  understand  the  difference  between  the  two  percentage  rates  cited 
above.  In  each  case,  the  same  estimate  of  the  number  of  jobs  held  by  San  Francisco 
residents  is  compared  to  an  estimate  for  a  larger  group:  to  all  employed  residents  of  the 
City  in  the  first  instance  and  to  all  C-3  District  office  employment  in  the  second.  The 
percentages  are  different  since  the  number  of  employed  residents  is  different  from  the 
number  of  office  jobs.  These  percentages  both  describe  the  same  employment  situation, 
but  from  different  perspectives. 

The  Downtown  Plan  forecasts  fall  within  the  range  of  estimates  of  C-3  District  office 
workers  living  in  San  Francisco  that  was  identified  by  the  analysis  of  alternatives  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR.  By  2000,  the  alternative  forecasts  range  from  136,000  to  140,000 
office  workers  living  in  San  Francisco.  The  growth  from  1984  to  2000  ranges  from  24,000 
to  28,000  additional  office  workers  living  in  the  City.  The  relative  comparisons  described 
above  apply  to  all  the  alternatives;  the  percentage  of  total  employed  San  Franciscans 
working  in  C-3  District  office  jobs  would  increase  while  the  percentage  of  C-3  District 
office  jobs  held  by  residents  would  decline. 

The  proposed  project,  if  approved,  would  be  developed  during  this  time  period;  businesses 
and  employees  would  occupy  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  buildings  and,  therefore,  the 
project  would  contribute  to  the  changes  described  above.  The  project  would  add  about 
589,000  square  feet  of  net  new  office  space  (not  including  22,000  gsf  retained  at  435 
Sacramento  Street)  to  downtown  San  Francisco.  Over  the  1984-2000  period,  a  net 
addition  of  about  16.8  million  square  feet  of  office  space  is  forecast  for  the  C-3  District 
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under  the  Downtown  Plan.^  (This  estimate  includes  development  of  new  office  space  and 
conversions  and  demolition  of  existing  space.)  The  proposed  project  represents  about  3 
percent  of  the  total  increase  in  office  space  in  the  C-3  District  over  this  period. 

Two  formulas  have  been  developed  to  estimate  residence  patterns  on  a  project  basis.  The 
assumptions  as  well  as  the  formula  variables  and  their  values  are  different.  Nevertheless, 
the  estimates  that  they  provide  represent  a  range  of  possible  results. 

Using  the  OHPP  formula,  the  project  would  be  associated  with  about  940  office  workers 

living  in  San  Francisco.    Using  the  101  Montgomery  EIR  formula,  the  increase  in  office 

workers  living  in  San  Francisco  would  range  from  353  to  707.^     In  the  context  of 

cumulative  changes  in  residence  patterns  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  the  project  would 

contribute  from  1.3  percent  to  3.9  percent  of  the  total  change,  depending  on  the  formula. 

(For  this  analysis,  the  formulas  have  been  used  to  develop  estimates  of  increases  in  office 

workers  living  in  San  Francisco.  These  estimates  have  not  been  converted  into  numbers  of 

households.    This  approach  was  taken  so  that  the  project-related  information  would  be 

comparable  to  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  analyses  and  forecasts  which  describe  increases  in 

12 

office  workers  and  do  not  identify  households.) 

c.     Estimates  Based  on  the  List  of  Office  Projects  in  Downtown  San  Francisco 

An  alternative  means  of  evaluating  the  cumulative  effects  of  office  buildings  such  as  the 
proposed  project  is  to  use  the  list  of  all  projects  that  are  under  formal  review,  approved, 
or  under  construction.  As  of  March  10,  1984,  the  City's  list  of  such  projects  includes  the 
net  addition  of  about  19.0  million  square  feet  of  office  space.  The  list  incorporates 
projects  proposed  in  the  greater  downtown  area,  which  is  larger  than  the  C-3  District.  Of 
the  19.0  million  square  feet  total,  the  list  includes  13.0  million  square  feet  in  the  C-3 
District.  This  amount  of  space  is  smaller  than  the  16.8  million  square  feet  forecast  for 
the  C-3  District  by  2000  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR. 

The  proposed  project  would  represent  about  3.1  percent  of  the  total  net  new  office  space 
on  the  March  10,  1984  cumulative  list.  To  compare  the  project's  effects  to  the  potential 
overall  effects  if  all  the  projects  on  the  list  were  built  as  proposed,  it  is  possible  to 
calculate  from  the  list  the  change  in  the  number  of  downtown  office  workers  living  in  San 
Francisco.  The  two  formulas  used  above  for  estimating  the  project's  effects  are  applied 
to  the  total  square  footage  for  all  projects  on  the  list. 
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The  development  of  all  projects  on  the  list  would  result  in  about  30,400  additional 
downtown  office  workers  who  live  in  the  City,  according  to  the  OHPP  formula.  Using  the 
range  from  the  101  Montgomery  EIR  formula,  there  would  be  11,400  to  22,800  additional 
office  workers  living  in  the  City  if  all  projects  on  the  list  were  built.  The  project  would 
represent  about  3.1  percent  of  these  larger  estimates  of  office  workers  living  in  the  City. 

d.  Differences  In  Cumulative  Approaches 

There  are  several  important  differences  between  the  two  approaches  to  cumulative 

analysis:  the  approach  of  forecasting  space  and  employment  and  the  approach  of  using  a 

list  of  proposed  projects.    The  first  approach  is  currently  limited  to  C-3  District  office 

space  while  the  second  covers  a  larger  geographic  area.   In  addition,  there  is  no  definite 

time  frame  associated  with  the  list,  while  the  forecasts  represent  a  best  estimate  of  the 

development  likely  to  be  built  and  occupied  from  1984  to  2000.    Finally,  the  forecast 

methodology  incorporates  changes  in  economic  activity  and  employment  that  would  occur 

in  the  use  of  existing  space  while  the  list  only  includes  the  changes  accommodated  by  new 
13 

construction.  Because  of  these  differences,  the  cumulative  estimates  of  future 
residence  patterns  under  each  approach  are  not  comparable.  Within  each  approach, 
however,  the  project  can  be  compared  to  the  cumulative  totals,  as  has  been  done  above. 

14 

e.  Housing  Market  Implications 

With  continued  office  growth,  there  would  be  more  people  with  preferences  for  San 
Francisco  housing,  with  greater  financial  resources  to  pay  for  that  housing.  These  effects 
would  have  impacts  on  the  City's  housing  market. 

At  a  minimum,  continued  office  employment  growth  at  the  levels  reflected  by  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  forecast  and  the  cumulative  list  would  contribute  to  keeping  prices 
and  rents  at  their  current  levels  (in  constant  dollars).  Depending  on  the  future  of  other 
factors  (such  as  interest  rates  and  the  availability  of  mortgage  money),  employment 
growth  could  contribute  to  a  situation  where  prices  and  rents  are  moderately  higher,  on 
average,  than  current  levels. 

Higher  prices/rents  for  San  Francisco  housing  would  mean  that  some  people  would  decide 
not  to  move  into  San  Francisco,  current  residents  who  rent  would  find  it  more  difficult  to 
buy  a  home,  and  some  existing  residents  would  move  out  of  the  City  if  they  find  more 
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acceptable  housing  elsewhere.  Many  others  would  continue  to  live  in  San  Francisco  and  to 
pay  higher  prices/rents  for  City  housing.  Still  others,  who  are  unable  to  pay  more,  would 
be  forced  to  accept  housing  that  does  not  meet  their  preferences  or  needs.  And  finally, 
owners  of  existing  units  would  benefit  to  the  extent  that  their  investments  would 
appreciate. 

The  project,  as  part  of  the  future  pattern  of  downtown  office  development,  would 
contribute  to  these  housing  market  impacts.  The  project's  individual  contribution  cannot 
be  separately  identified. 

In  terms  of  the  region's  housing  market,  downtown  office  development  and  employment 
growth  would  not,  by  themselves,  make  a  noticeable  difference  in  the  housing  markets  in 
other  Bay  Area  counties  or  in  the  region  overall.  As  a  part  of  total  regional  employment 
growth  to  the  year  2000,  however,  increases  in  San  Francisco  office  employment  can  be 
viewed  as  contributing  to  regional  housing  demand.  A  strong  regional  economy  has  and 
will  continue  to  be  a  factor  supporting  a  competitive  regional  housing  market  with 
relatively  high  housing  prices  and  rents. 

5.  Fiscal 
a.  Revenues 

After  occupancy  in  1987,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  revenues  of  about  $5.0 
million  from  property  payroll,  sales,  gross  receipts,  parking  and  utility  users'  tax.  These 
revenues  to  the  City's  General  Fund  would  represent  an  increase  of  about  $2.0  million 
over  current  revenues  generated  on-site.  The  potential  increased  revenues  over  and  above 
existing  revenues,  to  San  Francisco  would  be  approximately  $4,450,000.  However,  this 
figure  is  subject  to  a  number  of  variables  that  could  affect  the  estimates:  property  tax 
distribution  could  change  in  future  years;  payroll  tax  could  vary  according  to  the  salaries 
of  the  employees  in  the  proposed  project;  rents  of  the  office  space  may  change,  thereby 
affecting  the  gross  business  tax;  and  the  cost  for  utilities,  particularly  telephone,  are  also 
variable. 

In  addition  to  the  annual  revenues  that  would  be  generated  by  the  project  discussed  above, 
the  sponsor  would  be  required  to  pay  a  one-time  Transit  Impact  Fee  to  finance  the 
increased  cost  of  Muni  services  necessitated  by  the  project,  at  the  rate  of  $5  per  gross 
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square  foot  of  new  construction.  Based  on  the  $5  rate,  the  project  would  yield  about 
$1,980,000.15 

b.  Costs 

Costs  to  San  Francisco  for  providing  municipal  services  (i.e.,  fire,  police  and  general 
government)  to  the  proposed  project  are  difficult  to  quantify.  Most  evidence  indicates 
that  overall  costs  per  unit  of  service  provided  (per  square  foot  or  per  employee)  to  a  new 
building  would  be  lower  than  costs  for  the  existing  buildings  in  the  area.  This  reduction 
in  per-square-foot  costs  would  be  primarily  due  to  improvements  in  fire  and  security 
protection  systems  in  new  construction.  Costs  for  water  and  sewer  service  would  be  paid 
through  user  charges. 

Cost  increases  due  to  increased  patronage  would  be  expected  for  Muni,  SamTrans,  BART 

and  Golden  Gate  Transit.  The  City's  general  fund  provides  for  a  subsidy  to  the  Municipal 

Railway's  operating  budget.   The  subsidy  covers  the  difference  between  Muni's  costs  and 

the  revenues  that  Muni  receives  from  fares  and  from  federal  and  state  governments  and 

represents  the  cost  of  Muni  to  the  City.    This  subsidy  amounted  to  about  10%  of  total 

General  Fund  revenues  in  the  1984-85  budget;  if  this  share  were  maintained,  the  proposed 

project  would  contribute  approximately  $196,100  annually  to  Muni  through  increased  net 

revenues  to  the  General  Fund  after  occupany.    The  net  marginal  cost  (or  increase  in  the 

16 

deficit  for  Muni  operations)  per  peak-hour  ride  was  $0.39  in  1982.  The  proposed  project 
would  generate  about  395  peak-hour  trips  (inbound  and  outbound)  which  could  generate  an 
annual  cost  to  Muni  of  $40,100.  The  extent  to  which  this  marginal  cost  increase  cost 
would  be  met  by  the  general  fund  allocation  to  Muni  is  not  known.  However,  it  appears 
that  the  increase  in  general  fund  allocations  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would 
offset  a  portion  or  all  of  the  about  $40,100  peak  hour  marginal  costs  to  Muni.  State  and 
federal  funds  to  Muni  are  decreasing  and  the  City  is  reviewing  other  options  for  increased 
revenues. 

It  is  estimated  that  250  peak-hour  trips  a  day  on  BART  would  be  generated  by  the 

17 

proposed  project's  employees.   The  deficit  per  rider  for  BART  is  estimated  at  $1.06. 
Using  this  rate,  the  proposed  project  would  generate  a  deficit  of  about  $86,500. 
However,  additional  property  tax  and  sales  tax  revenues  generated  by  the  project  for 
BART  would  yield  a  surplus  of  about  $82,300  over  the  operating  deficit. 
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If  the  same  proportion  of  general  fund  revenues  historically  allocated  to  Muni  continues, 
it  could  be  assumed  that  the  proposed  project  revenues  would  exceed  municipal  costs 
directly  attributed  to  the  project  at  the  time  of  occupancy.  Due  to  limitations  imposed 
by  Proposition  13  on  property  tax  increases,  revenues  might  not  increase  as  rapidly  as 
inflationary  increases  in  City  costs.  If  all  current  sources  of  revenue  associated  with  the 
proposed  project  were  held  constant  (i.e.,  if  fees  and  rates  do  not  change  and  no  new 
assessments  are  levied)  costs  would  eventually  exceed  revenues. 


Office  employment  derived  from:  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Interim 
Guidelines  for  Administering  the  Housing  Requirements  Placed  on  Office  Development 
under  OHPP,  January,  1982.  Retail,  hotel,  parking  and  maintenance  employment  derived 
from  Table  IV-C.2  in  Growth  Management  Alternatives  for  Downtown  San  Francisco  - 
Downtown  EIR  Consultant's  Report,  May,  1983. 

2 

All  multipliers  based  on  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  Study,  1980  Hybrid 
Impact  -  Output  Model  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  April  1984,  page  XIV.  The 
multipliers  used  in  the  analysis  are  Type  II,  which  includes  indirect  and  induced 
employment  generation,  and  should  be  viewed  as  the  theoretical  maximum  impact  level. 
Actual  employment  generation  would  probably  be  somewhat  less.  Direct  office  multi- 
plier =  4.04;  retail  multiplier  =  1.22;  maintenance  multiplier  =  2.36;  hotel  multiplier  - 
1.37;  restaurant  multiplier  =  1.22.  Construction  employment  multiplier  =  1.55. 

3 

An  estimated  $150,000,000  (1984  dollars)  would  be  spent  during  construction.  Employ- 
ment estimate  assumes  labor  costs  would  be  about  30%  of  the  total  including  direct 
wages,  payroll  taxes  and  fringe  benefits,  and  annual  cost  of  537,800  per  construction 
worker.  Estimate  made  by  Recht  Hausrath  and  Associates,  based  on  oral  communication 
with  Stan  Smith,  San  Francisco  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council,  October  27, 
1982. 

4589,000  gsf  of  net  new  office     ,ncv  .  .  0    .„„  . 
 z  Q  x  40%  t  1.8  =  524  housing  units 

250  square  feet  per  employee 

396,000  gsf  net  new  office     .nQ^  .  ,  Q     ,_.  . 

 1  B  x  40%  t  1.8  =  352  housing  units 

250  square  feet  per  employee 

40%  =  percent  of  San  Francisco  workers  who  live  in  the  City 
1.8  =  workers  per  household 
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The  OHPP  allows  discounting  of  formerly  occupied  office  space  if  that  space  is 
redeveloped  or  retained  in  office,  retail,  and  related  uses.  Therefore,  the  193,000  gsf  of 
formerly  occupied  office  space  would  be  redeveloped  or  replaced  with  office,  retail,  and 
other  uses  is  subtracted  from  the  total  net  new  office  space  figure  used  in  the  OHPP 
formula.  Net  new  office  space  would  thus  total  396,000  gsf  for  the  purpose  of  the  OHPP 
formula.  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Interim  Guidelines  for 
Administering  the  Housing  Requirements  Placed  on  Office  Development  under  OHPP, 
January  1982,  page  5. 

'Letter  from  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Department,  to  E. 
Glenn  Issacson,  Senior  Vice  President,  Rockefeller  Center  Development  Corporation, 
June  16,  1983.  This  letter  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister 
St.,  Fourth  Floor,  San  Francisco. 

Questor  Associates,  Feasibility  of  Performing  a  Housing  Affordability  Analysis,  June  15, 
1982.  This  study  is  available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor. 

Department  of  City  Planning,  Downtown  Plan  Final  EIR,  EE81.3,  certified  October 
18,  1984,  pages  IV.B.17-IV.B.31  and  Appendix  G,  pages  G.37-G.41. 

For  a  description  of  the  methodology  used  to  forecast  residence  patterns,  see  Appendix  I, 
Downtown  Plan  EIR,  EE81.3,  certified  October  18,  1984,  pages  1.8  -  1.30.  For  a 
description  of  existing  and  forecast  future  residence  patterns  of  C-3  District  workers,  see 
Downtown  Plan  EIR,  Section  IV.D,  Residence  Patterns  in  Housing.  Appendix  I  and  Section 
IV.D  of  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR  are  hereby  incorporated  by  reference  into  this  EIR 
pursuant  to  Section  15150  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 

Downtown  Plan  EIR,  page  1.36.  Only  the  forecasts  of  residence  patterns  for  C-3  District 
office  workers  are  described  here.  The  Downtown  Plan  EIR  presents  residence  patterns 
for  all  C-3  District  workers,  of  which  office  workers  represent  the  largest  group.  The 
forecasts  presented  here  are  for  all  C-3  District  office  employment,  including  manage- 
ment/technical and  trade/customer  service  office  activities. 


Downtown  Plan  EIR,  page  IV.B.34. 

There  are  two  primary  reasons  for  the  differences  in  the  estimates  of  office  workers 
living  in  San  Francisco  as  derived  from  the  two  formulas.  One  is  that  they  include 
different  assumptions  about  the  increase  in  office  workers  living  in  San  Francisco  (40%  in 
the  OHPP  formula  as  compared  to  15-30%  in  the  101  Montgomery  EIR  formula).  The  101 
Montgomery  EIR  formula  includes  the  low  estimate  (15%)  to  adjust  for  the  fact  that  some 
increase  in  downtown  office  workers  will  include  individuals  who  already  live  in  San 
Francisco  when  they  become  newly  employed  in  a  downtown  office  job. 

Secondly,  both  formulas  above  were  derived  from  earlier  data  bases.  Therefore,  the 
Downtown  Plan  EIR  analysis  and  forecasts  are  not  identical  to  the  formulas.  Procedures 
for  applying  that  analysis  on  a  project  basis  have  not  been  developed.  However,  the 
results  of  applying  such  a  revised  formula  would  likely  fall  within  the  range  identified  by 
the  two  existing  formulas  described  herein. 
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JSee  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  pp.  IV.D.  76-77,  for  a  discussion  of  reasons  why  increases  in  the 
number  of  City  residents  working  in  the  C-3  District  do  not  necessarily  represent 
corresponding  increases  in  the  number  of  households.  This  section  is  herein  incorporated 
by  reference. 

*As  explained  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR,  the  use  of  existing  space  is  expected  to  intensify 
by  the  year  2000.  As  a  result,  office  employment  is  forecast  to  exceed  the  growth  of 
employment  accommodated  by  the  development  of  office  space.  For  example,  from  1990 
to  2000,  more  intensified  use  of  existing  space  to  accommodate  employment  growth  would 
be  equivalent  to  about  a  40  percent  increase  in  the  net  addition  of  office  space  forecast 
for  that  period.  (See  page  IV.B.41  in  Downtown  Plan  EIR.) 

^This  subsection  presents  a  summary  of  the  discussion  in  the  Downtown  Plan  EIR.  (See 
pages  IV.D.77-IV.D.82.) 

'The  one-time  Transit  Impact  Fee  requires  developers  of  office  projects  in  San  Francisco 
to  contribute  to  a  fund  to  finance  the  increased  cost  of  Muni  services  necessitated  by 
their  projects  at  the  rate  of  $5  per  gross  square  foot  of  new  construction.  This  ordinance 
was  recently  upheld  in  San  Francisco  Superior  Court.  Based  on  application  of  the  $5  rate 
to  net  new  office  space,  less  existing  on-site  formerly  occupied  office  space  to  be 
demolished  or  rehabilitated  (589,000  gsf  -193,000  gsf  =  396,000  gsf),  the  project  would 
yield  $1,980,000. 

According  to  Bruce  Bernhard,  Muni  Chief  Accountant,  telephone  conversations,  August  10 
and  23,  1982,  the  average  $0.39  deficit  per  mile  is  based  on  1980-81  Muni  budget  figures 
of  an  additional  cost  per  ride  (marginal  cost)  of  $0.71  and  an  average  fare  revenue  per  trip 
of  $0.32.  Muni  is  unable  to  provide  more  recent  data  on  cost  and  revenue  figures  per 
passenger.  The  $0.39  figure  is  still  considered  valid  (James  Smith,  Senior  Administrative 
Analyst,  Muni,  telephone  conversation,  November  8,  1983).  The  deficit  due  to  the  project 
would  be  102,821  annual  per  hour  Muni  trips  x  $0.39  deficit  per  ride  =  $40,100.  The  total 
annual  Muni  trips  were  derived  using  the  24-hour  trips  methodology  specified  in  the 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review:  Transportation  Impacts.  Department  of 
City  Planning,  September  1983. 

Ward  Belding,  Supervisor  of  Office  of  Research,  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District, 
telephone  conversation,  May  1984. 
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J.     GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

Not  including  the  22,000  gsf  of  existing  office  space  in  the  435  Sacramento  Street 
building,  which  would  remain,  the  project  would  add  approximately  589,000  gsf  of  office 
space,  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space,  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space,  and  254,000  gsf  of  hotel 
space  to  the  Financial  District. 

At  full  operation,  the  project  would  provide  about  2,740  net  new  permanent  jobs,  including 
office,  managerial,  retail,  restaurant  and  maintenance  positions.  Occupants  of  the 
proposed  project  are  not  known,  but  would  probably  include  tenants  expanding  or 
relocating  from  other  San  Francisco  locations,  tenants  from  outside  San  Francisco  and 
firms  that  are  new  to  the  Bay  Area.  Therefore,  the  increase  in  employment  at  the  site 
would  not  necessarily  represent  only  employment  that  is  new  to  San  Francisco.  To  the 
extent  that  the  buildings  are  fully  leased,  and  the  availability  of  their  space  does  not 
create  permanent  vacancies  in  other  Bay  Area  office  buildings,  total  employment  in  the 
Bay  Area  could  additionally  increase  by  about  12,440  permanent  jobs  (2,743  direct  jobs 
plus  9,696  jobs  created  in  the  Bay  Area  through  the  multiplier  effect.  See  Section  IV.I, 
page  174). 

Any  net  increase  in  downtown  employment  including  that  associated  with  project  office 
space  would  increase  the  demand  for  retail  goods  and  services  in  the  area.  This  demand 
would  be  met,  in  part,  by  retail  space  proposed  within  the  project.  The  project  would  be 
built  in  a  developed  urban  area  and  would  not  require  new  construction  or  extension  of 
public  services  or  utility  systems. 

The  project  would  add  about  three  percent  of  office  space  growth  to  downtown  San 
Francisco.  To  the  extent  that  the  project  would  attract  new  residents  or  commuters  who 
otherwise  would  not  have  been  attracted  to  San  Francisco  or  the  Bay  Area,  the  demand 
for  commercial,  social  and  municipal  services  would  be  increased. 

If  marketed  successfully,  the  proposed  project,  together  with  other  planned  office 
development,  could  have  growth-inducing  effects  by  demonstrating  a  market  for  office 
space  in  this  area,  thereby  encouraging  similar  development  on  lots  (including  smaller  lots 
assembled  for  development)  currently  occupied  by  low-rise  structures  containing  business 
support  services.  This  market  demand  for  office  space  is  independent  of  the  project.  As 
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indicated  in  a  report  prepared  by  Coldwell  Banker  on  office  vacancies  in  the  downtown 
areas  of  22  U.S.  cities,  San  Francisco's  office  vacancy  rate  remains  below  the  national 
average.*  Demand  for  office  space  continues  the  trend  of  growth  in  the  service  sector 
and  in  headquarters  office  activities  in  San  Francisco.  The  increase  in  downtown  office 
space  and  employment  would  contribute,  in  turn,  to  continued  growth  of  local  and  regional 
markets  for  housing,  goods  and  services. 

These  effects  would  be  less  extensive  if  the  vacancy  rate  for  office  space  rises.  In  that 
case,  projected  increases  in  downtown  employment  would  be  less  and  the  growth  in 
demand  for  goods,  services  and  housing  would  be  lower. 

It  is  expected  that  some  new  downtown  workers,  including  some  in  the  project,  would 
want  to  live  in  San  Francisco.  Employment  growth,  however,  may  not  directly  correspond 
to  increases  in  demand  for  housing  and  City  services  to  residents,  as  some  new  jobs  would 
be  held  by  individuals  who  already  live  in  the  City  but  who  previously  either  did  not  work 
or  worked  outside  the  City;  by  those  preferring  to  live  in  surrounding  communities;  or 
those  unable  to  locate  or  afford  housing  in  the  City.  New  downtown  workers  would  also 
increase  demand  for  housing  in  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area. 

Increases  in  downtown  employment  would  also  increase  demand  for  business  services  to 
the  extent  that  new  space  would  not  be  occupied  by  firms  providing  those  services.  In 
response,  businesses  providing  those  services  would  increase  demand  for  existing  space 
and,  possibly,  induce  further  new  development. 


Coldwell  Banker,  Office  Vacancy  Index  of  the  United  States,  September  30,  1984. 
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In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of 
these  measures  have  been,  or  would  be,  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  or  project 
architects  and  contractors.  Some  may  be  implemented  by  public  agencies,  and  the 
remainder  are  not  included  in  the  project.  Mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the 
project  and  presented  in  the  Initial  Study  are  reproduced  below.  The  City  Planning 
Commission  could  require  that  some,  or  all,  of  these  measures  be  included  as  conditions  of 
project  approval. 

Each  mitigation  measure,  including  its  status,  is  discussed  below.  Where  a  measure  has 
been  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor,  the  reasons  for  this  are  discussed. 

A.  TRANSPORTATION 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  The  placement  of  paving,  landscaping  or  structures  in  publicly  accessible  areas 
(subject  to  City  approval)  would  be  done  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize  interference 
with  pedestrian  traffic. 

•  Subject  to  City  approval,  Commercial  Street  would  be  closed  to  vehicle  traffic 
between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets.  This  portion  of  Commercial  Street  would  be 
converted  at  the  sponsor's  expense  into  a  landscaped  pedestrian  area  with  a  ramp  and 
stairway  leading  to  the  lobby-level  retail  area.  The  pedestrian  way  would  have  a 
fountain,  trees,  and  seating.  The  ramped  stairway  would  ascend  from  the  street  level 
up  to  the  pedestrian  bridges  connecting  Parcels  1,  2  and  3,  and  connecting  the  project 
over  Battery  Street  to  the  Embarcadero  Center.  This  measure  would  encourage 
pedestrian  use  on  Commercial  Street  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets,  in 
accordance  with  the  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen  Review,  August  1983 1  and 
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the  City's  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study.  Neither 
of  these  documents  recommend  permanent  full  time  closure  of  this  section  of 
Commercial  Street  to  vehicular  traffic,  as  the  project  proposes.  Both  documents 
recommend  exclusive  pedestrian  use  between  the  hours  of  11  a.m.  -  2  p.m. 

During  the  construction  period,  construction  truck  movement  would  be  permitted 

only  between  9:00  a.m  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic  conflicts.  The 

project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering 

Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Fire 

Department,  Muni  and  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to  determine  feasible 

traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  during  construction  of  this 

3 

project  and  other  nearby  projects.  To  minimize  potential  cumulative  traffic 
impacts  due  to  lane  closures  and  street  excavations  during  construction,  the  project 
sponsor  would  coordinate  with  construction  contractors  for  any  concurrent  nearby 
projects.  The  contractor  would  maintain  pedestrian  access  along  Battery,  Clay, 
Sacramento  and  Halleck  Streets  during  construction. 

A  member  of  the  Embarcadero  Cen-ter  West  management  staff  would  be  designated 
as  a  "transportation  broker"  to  coordinate  measures  as  part  of  a  transportation 
management  program,  such  as:  encouraging  a  flexible  time  system  for  employee 
working  hours  (to  be  developed  by  project  tenants  in  consultation  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  City  Planning)  to  reduce  peak-period  congestion  by  planned  spreading  of 
employee  arrivals  and  departures;  encouraging  transit  use  through  the  on-site  sale  of 
BART,  Muni  and  other  carrier  passes  to  employees;  and  encouraging  employee 
carpool  and  vanpool  systems  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters  by 
providing  a  central  clearinghouse  for  carpool  and  vanpool  information.  This  measure 
would  reduce  the  transportation  impacts  of  the  project. 

Within  a  year  of  full  project  occupancy,  the  project  sponsor  would  conduct  a  survey, 
in  accordance  with  methodology  approved  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  to 
assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of  project  occupants  and  actual  pick-up  and 
drop-off  areas  for  carpools  and  vanpools.  The  project  sponsor  would  make  this  survey 
available  to  the  Department.  This  measure  would  provide  needed  information  to  aid 
in  transportation  planning  within  the  City.  Alternatively,  at  the  request  of  the 
Department,  the  sponsor  would  provide  a  fair  and  equitable  in-lieu  contribution 
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toward  an  overall  transportation  survey  for  the  downtown  area,  to  be  conducted  by 
the  City. 

Two  bicycle  storage  spaces  would  be  provided  by  the  project  for  commuters  and 
short-term  visitors. 

While  subsurface  sidewalk  vaults  are  discouraged,  should  they  be  needed,  the  project 
sponsor  would  design  subsurface  sidewalk  vaults  to  allow  for  possible  future  widening 
of  adjacent  streets.  The  project  would  also  include  loading  and  service  area  under 
Commercial  Street  and  loading  access  under  Sacramento  Street,  which  would  be 
designed  to  allow  for  such  widening.  Vault  design  and  underground  development  for 
service/loading  access  shall  be  of  sufficient  strength  to  carry  maximum  vehicular  live 
and  dynamic  loads.  Design  of  these  areas  to  accommodate  street  trees  would  also  be 
made,  subject  to  Department  of  Public  Works  approval.  In  addition,  should  vaults 
exist  or  be  installed  as  part  of  the  project,  and  for  development  under  Commercial 
and  Sacramento  Streets,  the  project  sponsor  would  accommodate  and  pay  for  the 
installation  of  all  subsurface  footings,  supports  and  foundations  as  may  be  required 
for  future  public  improvements  such  as  street  lights,  street  trees,  trolley  wire  poles, 
signs,  benches,  transit  shelters,  etc.  within  project  areas.  Placement  of  such 
improvements  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  City. 

The  project  sponsor  would,  in  consultation  with  the  Municipal  Railway,  install 
eyebolts  or  make  provisions  for  direct  attachment  of  eyebolts  for  Muni  trolley  wires 
on  the  proposed  project  buildings  wherever  necessary  or  agree  to  waive  the  right  to 
refuse  the  attachment  of  eyebolts  to  the  proposed  buildings  if  such  attachment  is 
done  at  City  expense. 

The  proposed  pedestrian  bridges  would  be  designed  so  they  could  accomodate  and 
would  not  interfere  with  Muni  Trolley  wires  on  Sacramento  or  possible  future  trolley 
wires  on  Battery  Street. 

Building  directories  and  signs  for  the  service  elevators  would  be  placed  in  the  loading 
areas. 
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•  The  sponsor,  under  the  direction  of  Muni,  would  provide  and  maintain  bus  shelters  at 
the  four  bus-stops  contiguous  to  the  project  site  (see  Figure  19,  page  58,  for  location 
of  Muni  stops). 

The  following  measure  is  under  consideration: 

•  Closure  of  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  site  and  conversion  to  a  pedestrian 
walkway  could  result  in  pedestrians  crossing  Battery  Street  mid-block  rather  than 
crossing  at  corner  crosswalks.  After  completion  of  the  project,  a  survey  would  be 
taken  by  the  sponsor  under  Department  of  Public  Works  direction  to  determine  if 
significant  numbers  of  mid-block  crossings  occur.  If  it  is  found  that  crossings  occur, 
the  sponsor  would  install  a  mid-block  traffic  signal  as  part  of  the  project.  The  City 
would  then  mark  the  crosswalk. 

OTHER  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

•  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  would  coordinate  work  schedules  with  other 
utilities  requiring  trenching,  so  that  street  disruption  would  take  place  during 
weekends  and  off-peak  hours.  This  would  be  done  through  the  San  Francisco 
Committee  for  Utility  Liaison  on  Construction  and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP).  This 
measure  is  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sponsor  and  would  be  implemented  by 
CULCOP. 

B.    AIR  QUALITY 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  Measures  to  reduce  traffic  volumes  or  congestion  would  also  reduce  air  pollutant 
emissions.  These  include  encouragement  of  transit  use  by  employees,  flexible  work 
hours,  bicycle  parking,  and  contribution  of  funds  for  maintaining  and  augmenting 
transit  service. 

•  The  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  requires  that  demolition  materials  and  soils  be 
watered  to  minimize  dust  generation.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the 
contractor  to  implement  a  twice-daily  watering  program,  which  would  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust  and  particulates  exceeding  state  and  federal 
standards.     An  effective  watering  program  (complete  coverage  twice-daily)  can 
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reduce  emissions  by  about  50%.  Adjacent  streets  would  be  mechanically  swept  by  the 
demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  silt  would  not  be  washed  into  the  storm 
drains  and  dust  would  be  removed. 

C.    CULTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  RESOURCES 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  Prior  to  issuance  of  a  site  permit,  the  project  sponsor  shall  retain  an  historical 
archaeologist  (or  other  qualified  expert)  to  perform  archival  research  and  site 
inspection  to  determine  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  on 
the  project  site.  Results  of  this  investigation  shall  be  reported  to  the  Environmental 
Review  Officer. 

The  Environmental  Review  Officer,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  to  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  archaeologist  shall  determine 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the 
project  site  of  the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts,  and  the 
procedures  to  be  followed  if  such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 

In  the  event  of  high  probability  of  discovery  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts,  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  may  require  that  an  archaeologist  be  present  during 
site  excavation  and  record  a  daily  log  of  observations.  The  Environmental  Review 
Officer  may  also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further 
investigations  on  site  as  may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation, 
even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 

Should  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  be  found  during  project  excavation,  the  arch- 
aeologist would  assess  the  significance  of  the  find,  and  immediately  report  to  the 
Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific 
mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the 
discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to 
permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate.  This  maximum  of 
four  weeks  shall  include  any  other  time  periods  for  which  the  Environmental  Review 
Officer  has  required  a  delay  in  excavation  activities. 
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D.    CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  The  construction  contract  would  specify  that  the  contractor  muffle  equipment  so 
that  noise  levels  would  not  exceed  the  limits  stated  in  the  City  Noise  Ordinance 
(Article  29,  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code,  1972).  Construction  noise  in  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  controlled  by  Ordinance  274-72,  Regulation  of 
Noise,  Section  2907.  The  ordinance  requires  that  all  powered  construction  equip- 
ment, except  impact  tools  and  equipment,  emit  not  more  than  80  dBA  measured  at 
100  feet  (86  dBA  at  50  feet).  Impact  tools  and  equipment,  including  pavement 
breakers,  jackhammers,  and  pile  drivers  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  The  ordinance  further  requires  a 
special  permit  for  construction  after  8:00  p.m.  and  before  7:00  a.m. 

•  The  use  of  shrouds  or  enclosures  would  be  incorporated  to  reduce  pile-driving  noise 
impacts  by  up  to  15  dBA.  Other  measures  that  would  be  incorporated  to  reduce  pile- 
driving  noise  impacts  include  restricting  pile-driving  hours  and  requiring  that  the  pile 
holes  be  predrilled.  Predrilling  the  holes  reduces  the  number  of  blows  required  to 
drive  each  pile  home,  thereby  reducing  the  total  noise  exposure  of  the  surrounding 
area. 

•  Other  techniques  that  would  be  incorporated  to  minimize  construction  noise  impacts 
include:  locating  fixed  noise  sources,  such  as  concrete  pumpers,  portable  air 
compressors,  portable  generators,  and  pumps  as  far  as  possible  from  existing  land 
uses;  and  erecting  noise  barriers  around  sidewalks,  pit  areas,  and  stationary  equip- 
ment, where  possible.  A  solid,  eight-  to  ten-foot  plywood  fence  would  be  erected 
around  the  construction  perimeter  to  reduce  the  project's  impact  on  ground-level 
noise  in  the  area.  These  measures  could  reduce  noise  by  as  much  as  5  dBA. 

•  Construction  activities  would  be  limited  to  hours  between  7  a.m.  and  7  p.m.  to  limit 
disturbance  of  residents  in  the  Golden  Gateway  Center,  northeast  of  the  site.  (The 
noise  ordinance  limits  noise  after  8  p.m.) 

•  The  sponsor  would  notify  all  offices  within  100  feet  of  the  project  vicinity  of  the 
times  and  days  of  construction  activity.  This  would  allow  businesses,  to  the  extent 
necessary  and  possible,  to  adjust  their  schedules  around  the  construction  activity. 
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E.  HOUSING 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  The  City's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  stipulates  mitigation  of 
housing  impacts.  The  project  is  estimated  to  generate  a  demand  for  524  new  housing 
units  in  the  City,  based  on  the  OHPP  guidelines.  There  is  193,000  gsf  of  formerly 
occupied  office  space  on  the  project  site  that  would  be  redeveloped  (including 
rehabilitation  of  existing  vacant  space,  and  demolition  and  replacement  with  office, 
retail,  and  related  uses).  Subtracting  this  floor  area  yields  a  floor  area  of  396,000 
gsf.  This  would  result  in  an  OHPP  requirement  of  352  units.  The  project  sponsor  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  to  loan  funds  for  the  purpose  of  developing  101  units  of 
Section  8  (Federally  assisted)  elderly  housing  and  a  senior  center.  Upon  initial 
endorsement  by  the  federal  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the 
sponsor  would  receive  202  OHPP  housing  credits.  The  sponsor  would  satisfy  the 
balance  of  the  housing  requirement  (150  units)  in  accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines. 
Housing  credits  are  not  the  equivalent  of  housing  units.  The  Planning  Commission 
would  decide  whether  the  above  program  of  credits  and  units  would  mitigate  the 
housing  demand  generated  by  the  project. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  The  sponsor  could  cause  an  additional  172  housing  units  to  be  constructed  (the 
difference  between  the  OHPP  requirement  and  the  housing  demand  prior  to 
subtraction  of  existing  formerly  occupied  office  space  identified  above).  The 
sponsor  has  rejected  this  measure  because  it  would  be  in  excess  of  the  housing 
obligation  for  the  project  established  under  OHPP  guidelines. 

F.  ENERGY 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  NOT  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

Potential  mitigation  measures  under  consideration  as  part  of  the  design  process  include, 

but  are  not  necessarily  limited  to,  the  following: 

•  increased  use  of  daylighting 

•  passive  solar  features 

•  load  shedding 
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•  individual  utility  metering 

•  individual  fan  units  on  each  floor 

•  parabolic  lighting 

•  high-efficiency  ballasts  for  fluorescent  lighting 

•  high  efficiency  motors 

•  economizer  cycle  on  air  handlers 

•  computerized  energy  management 

•  fluorescent  lighting  (wattmisers)  with  four  bulbs  per  fixture  instead  of  two 

•  energy-efficient  outdoor  lighting 

•  timed  switches  on  closet  and  storeroom  lights 

•  variable  air-volume  air  handling  system 

•  low  flow  plumbing  fixtures 

•  heat  recovery  and  cogeneration 

•  carbon  monoxide  monitors  in  garage  to  control  ventilating  equipment 

•  use  of  purchased  steam  for  energy  supply. 

The  building  would  be  required  to  meet  State  Title  24  performance  requirements;  the 
-measures  listed  above  would  help  meet  these  requirements.  Final  decisions  would  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  life  cycle  costing  and  compatibility  with  the  overall  design;  a 
separate  report  would  be  prepared  and  made  available  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  relevant  site  permit  addenda,  and  would  explain  the  decisions 
regarding  which  energy  conservation  features  would  be  included  in  the  final  design. 

G.    GEOLOGY,  SEISMICITY  AND  HYDROLOGY 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  A  detailed  geotechnical  report  for  the  site  would  be  prepared  by  a  California-licensed 
soils  or  geological  engineer  for  the  project  sponsor.  The  project  sponsor  and 
contractor  would  follow  the  recommendations  of  the  report  regarding  project 
excavation  and  construction.  For  example,  a  decision  would  be  made  regarding  the 
type  of  foundation  and  system  of  construction  after  completion  of  geotechnical 
studies  (currently  in  progress  at  the  site). 

•  Control  lines  and  benchmarks  would  be  identified  on  buildings  adjacent  to  construc- 
tion work,  including  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  to  monitor  potential 
horizontal  and  vertical  movements  due  to  construction  activity. 
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•  During  excavation,  the  contractor  would  shore  up  and  protect  the  walls  of  the 
excavated  area  to  minimize  the  potential  for  worker  hazards  and  damage  to  the 
foundations  of  neighboring  buildings,  and  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building. 

•  As  with  conventional  waterproofing  and  pit  support  systems,  the  slurry  trench  wall 
must  extend  well  below  the  bottom  of  the  basement  excavation  to  gain  sufficient 
lateral  support  at  its  base  and  to  reduce  the  amount  of  groundwater  seeping  into  the 
pit.  The  pit  would  be  dewatered  by  sumps  and  wells  on  the  site.  Recharge  wells 
around  the  edge  of  the  pit  could  be  used  to  maintain  the  groundwater  level  outside 
the  pit  wall,  if  necessary.  This  would  prevent  consolidation  of  soils  supporting 
adjacent  structures  and  would  avoid  exposing  nearby  wooden  foundations  to  dry  rot. 
The  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  which  has  a  wooden  foundation,  would  be  protected  by 
this  measure.  This  measure  will  be  included  in  the  project  if  it  is  found  that  nearby 
wooden  foundations  may  be  exposed.  . 

•  Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  and  foundation  report  shall  address  the 
-  potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  dewatering  of  the  site.    Based  upon 

this  discussion,  the  report  shall  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral 
movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be  done  to  monitor  any  horizontal  or  vertical 
movement  of  the  Federal  Reserve  building  and  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent 
streets.  The  report  shall  also  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  vibration 
of  the  elevator  core  in  the  building  adjacent  to  Parcel  1  during  pile  driving  will 
disrupt  elevator  operations.  If  a  monitoring  survey  is  recommended,  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  will  require  that  a  Special  Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the 
Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this  monitoring.  If,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during 
dewatering,  groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  Costs  for 
the  survey  and  any  necessary  repairs  to  service  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by 
the  contractor. 

The  following  mitigation  measures  are  under  consideration: 

•  To  minimize  potential  soil  movements  and  consequent  damage  to  adjacent  founda- 
tions, the  excavation  could  be  made  using  the  slurry  trench  wall  method.  In  this 
method,  a  series  of  holes  is  drilled  around  the  edge  of  the  excavation  site.  A  guide 
rail  shaped  like  an  I-beam  is  installed  in  each  drilled  hole.  The  soil  between  adjacent 
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guide  rails  is  then  removed  using  a  clam-shell  bucket  (similar  to  a  dredging  shovel)  to 
dig  a  trench  from  one  guide  rail  to  the  next.  During  soil  removal,  the  trench  walls 
are  supported  by  pumping  a  mixture  of  pulverized  minerals  suspended  in  water  (i.e.,  a 
slurry)  into  the  trench.  Upon  completion  of  the  trench,  reinforcing  steel  is  set  into 
the  trench.  The  trench  is  then  filled  with  concrete  to  produce  the  slurry  trench  wall. 
This  wall  serves  as  support  for  the  pit  wall  and  also  provides  a  high  degree  of 
watertightness.  The  completed  slurry  trench  wall  can  be  used  as  part  of  the 
permanent  basement  wall  of  the  building,  thus  eliminating  the  cost  of  constructing  a 
separate  structural  wall  and  of  removing  any  temporary  pit  waterproofing  and 
support  systems  (sheeting  and  shoring).  A  wall  high  enough  to  be  used  with  a  mat 
foundation  would  need  an  internal  bracing  system.  Bracing  could  be  temporary  (for 
use  during  the  construction  period)  or  could  be  designed  to  be  incorporated  in  the 
floors  and  frame  of  the  finished  building.  The  geotechnical  study  will  determine  what 
the  most  appropriate  foundation  will.be.  A  decision  to  include  this  measure  in  the 
project  would  be  based  on  the  findings  of  the  study. 

H.  HAZARDS 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  to  ensure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and 
the  project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 
The  project  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and 
implemented  by  building  management  insofar  as  feasible  before  issuance  of  final 
occupancy  permits  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

I.  WIND 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

•  The  exceedences  of  the  comfort  criterion  predicted  for  west  winds  along  Halleck 
Street  would  apparently  be  caused  by  the  interaction  between  the  proposed  Parcel  3 
building  and  existing  buildings.  The  narrowness  of  the  streets  also  contributes  to  the 
"funneling"  of  west  winds  between  the  buildings.  A  quantitative  evaluation  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  undertaken  prior  to  construction  to  determine  what  design 
changes  to  the  project  would  be  required  to  conform  to  comfort  criteria  of  the 
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Downtown  Plan.  The  findings  of  the  evaluation  would  serve  as  the  basis  for  design 
changes,  subject  to  City  approval. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen 
Review,  August,  1983,  pages  138  and  143,  as  amended  to  date. 

Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and 
Goods  Movement  Study,  September,  1980,  page  30. 
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VL    SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


No  project-specific  significant  impacts  have  been  identified.  Mitigation  measures 
included  as  part  of  the  project  are  described  in  Chapter  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  page 
190. 

Cumulative  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco  would  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  environment  in  that  it  would  generate  cumulative  traffic  increases  as  well  as 
cumulative  passenger  loadings  on  Muni,  BART  and  other  regional  transit  carriers.  These 
cumulative  transportation  impacts  could  cause  violations  to  total  suspended  particulate 
(TSP)  and  localized  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standards  in  San  Francisco  with  concomitant 
health  effects  and  reduced  visibility.  The  proposed  project  would  contribute  to  these 
cumulative  effects. 

The  chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of 
their  certification  process.  Chapter  VI  of  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to 
reflect  findings  of  the  Commission. 


201 
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This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses  their  environmental 
impacts  and  the  reasons  for  their  rejection  by  the  sponsor  in  favor  of  the  project. 
Regardless  of  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejection,  the  City  Planning  Commission  could 
approve  an  alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project  if  the  Commission  believes  the 
alternative  would  be  more  appropriate  for  the  site. 

A.    ALTERNATIVE  ONE:    NO  PROJECT 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  involve  no  change  to  the  project  site  as  it  now  exists.  The  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  building  would  not  be  rehabilitated,  the  241  Battery  Street  building  would 
not  be  demolished,  and  the  surface  parking  lot  would  not  be  replaced  by  the  proposed 
hotel.  The  portion  of  Commercial  Street  to  be  converted  to  a  landscaped  pedestrian  area 
would  not  be  altered;  nor  would  pedestrian  bridges  be  constructed  over  Battery, 
Sacramento  and  Commercial  Streets. 

This  alternative  would  hold  open  future  options  for  the  land  to  be  developed  under  other 
permitted  uses  in  the  C-3-0  district,  as  a  whole  parcel  or  individual  parcels. 

2.  Environmental  Impacts 

With  retention  of  the  project  site  in  its  present  state,  none  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
Embarcadero  Center  West  project  would  occur.  The  existing  transportation  and  air 
quality  conditions  (see  Section  III.D.,  Transportation,  page  57,  and  III.E.,  Air  Quality, 
page  61)  would  continue  on  streets  around  the  site.  The  peak-hour  level  of  service  on  the 
streets  would  remain  unchanged  by  the  proposed  development  and  Muni  ridership  would  be 
0.7%  lower  in  the  year  2000  than  if  the  proposed  project  were  implemented.  Current 
levels  of  parking  demand,  and  noise,  air  pollution,  energy  consumption,  wind,  shadow  and 
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visual  impacts  would  not  change  as  a  result  of  the  project  (see  Section  III. A.  Table  4, 
page  71). 

3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  the  site  currently  contains  three 
structures  and  a  parking  lot  at  a  combined  FAR  of  4.7:1,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
sponsor,  the  no  project  alternative  would  perpetuate  an  inefficient  and  wasteful  use  of 
land  resources  within  the  City's  central  business  district.  This  alternative  would  not 
develop  the  maximum  investment  potential  of  the  site.  In  the  sponsor's  view,  it  would  not 
respond  to  policies  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  namely:  to  improve  San 
Francisco's  position  as  a  center  for  financial,  administrative  and  corporate  activities  and 
provide  amenities  for  people  who  live  and  work  in  the  downtown  area. 

The  proposed  project  would  incorporate  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  and  reflect  the  design  treatment  of  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center.  The 
proposed  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street  would  link  the  project  with  the  Embar- 
cadero Center  and  interrelate  its  publicly  accessible  open  spaces.  For  the  above  reasons, 
the  proposed  project  could  not  be  built  at  another  location.  Hypothetically,  development 
of  a  similar  project  elsewhere  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would  result  in  impacts  similar 
to  the  project.  The  impacts  of  a  similar  project  at  a  location  outside  of  San  Francisco 
would  largely  depend  on  the  location  and  cannot  be  accurately  assessed  at  this  time. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  development  of  the  project  in  a  different  location 
because  of  existing  interests  in  the  site,  the  site's  relationship  to  the  existing  Embar- 
cadero Center,  and  the  sponsor's  belief  that  the  project  site  is  a  prime  location  for  office 
and  hotel  space  in  San  Francisco. 

B.    ALTERNATIVE  TWO:  NO  EXCEPTIONS  TO  THE  PLANNING  CODE 
1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  be  constructed  in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code 
and  would  not  require  encroachment  permits  or  Master  Plan  Referral  as  discussed  in 
Section  II. D.,  Project  Schedule,  Cost  and  Required  Approvals,  page  28.  This  alternative 
would  not  incorporate  pedestrian  bridges  over  Battery,  Sacramento  and  Commercial 
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Streets;  Commercial  Street  between  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  would  remain  open  to 
vehicle  traffic;  and  construction  would  not  occur  under  Commercial  or  Sacramento 
Streets  (see  Figure  41,  page  205). 

Loading  facilities  would  be  located  at  grade  for  each  parcel;  parking  would  be  provided 
below  grade  for  Parcels  1  and  2.  In  lieu  of  the  proposed  project's  portico/addition 
containing  retail  and  open  space  on  the  east  side  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  the 
existing  street-level  loading  structure  would  be  modified  and  retained  for  loading  and 
service. 

The  basic  FAR  applicable  to  the  site  is  14:1.  This  alternative  would  transfer  41,000 
square  feet  of  unused  allowed  floor  area  from  350  Sansome  Street.  Pursuant  to  Section 
127  of  the  Planning  Code,  the  maximum  permitted  gross  floor  area  for  any  development  in 
a  C-3-0  district  may  be  increased  by  a  transfer  of  development  rights  from  an  adjacent 
lot.  Thus,  the  ratio  of  built  area  to  construction  site  for  this  alternative  would  be  14.6:1. 
Building  heights  for  this  alternative  would  conform  with  existing  height  limits  of  400  feet 
for  Parcels  1  and  2  and  450  feet  for  Parcel  3.  (It  should  be  noted  that  if  the  Downtown 
Plan  is  implemented  as  proposed,  the  FAR  requirement  and  Section  127  of  the  Code  would 
be  revised.) 

Parcel  1  would  contain  a  hotel  with  approximately  347,000  gross  square  feet  (gsf)  of  hotel 
space  (515  rooms)  and  5,000  gsf  of  retail  space,  compared  with  254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space 
(330  rooms)  and  2,500  gsf  of  retail  with  the  project.  The  structure  would  rise  340  feet  (28 
stories),  compared  to  250  feet  (24  stories)  with  the  project.  As  with  the  proposed 
project,  the  hotel  lobby,  meeting  rooms  and  retail  space  would  be  provided  on  the  first 
three  levels;  the  remaining  levels  would  contain  hotel  rooms  and  a  mechanical  floor. 
Access  to  the  street-level  loading  and  service  facilities  and  below-grade  parking  facilities 
would  be  from  Commercial  Street. 
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Parcel  2  would  include  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank.  Street-level  loading 
and  service  facilities  would  be  located  at  grade  with  Battery  Street  access.  These  at- 
grade  facilities  would  violate  the  agreement  made  between  the  project  sponsor  and  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  (See  Section  IV.B,  page  79).  The  rehabilitated  building  would  have 
the  same  amount  of  retail  and  office  space  as  the  project.  Approval  of  this  alternative 
for  development  would  require  re-negotiation  of  the  agreement  between  the  project 
sponsor  and  Heritage. 

Parcel  3  would  contain  a  448-foot  (34-story)  office  highrise  containing  515,000  gsf  of 
office  space  and  5,000  gsf  of  retail  space,  compared  to  a  400  foot  (33  story)  structure 
with  471,000  gsf  (including  22,000  gsf  existing  office  space  at  435  Sacramento  Street)  of 
office  space  and  4,000  gsf  of  retail  for  the  project.  Access  to  street-level  loading  and 
service  facilities  and  below-grade  parking  facilities  would  be  from  Sacramento  Street.  As 
with  the  proposed  project,  new  construction  would  occur  on  the  site  of  the  241  Battery 
Street  building  (Parcel  3),  which  would  be  demolished,  and  would  be  built  over  a  portion 
of  the  435  Sacramento  Street  building. 

This  alternative  would  contain  about  645,000  gsf  (623,000  new  net  gsf)  of  office  space, 
347,000  gsf  of  hotel  space  and  45,000  gsf  of  retail  space  compared  with  611,000  gsf 
(589,000  net  new  gsf)  of  office  space,  254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space,  24,315  gsf  of  retail 
space,  and  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space  for  the  project.  As  with  the  proposed  project, 
this  alternative  would  provide  42  parking  spaces  and  10  loading  spaces  (42  parking  spaces 
and  five  loading  spaces  on  Parcel  1  and  five  loading  spaces  on  Parcel  2.) 

2.     Environmental  Impacts 

Visual  impacts  would  differ  from  the  proposed  project  in  that  this  alternative  would  not 
include  a  pedestrian  walkway  across  Commercial  Street,  closure  of  Commercial  Street,  or 
incorporate  pedestrian  bridges.  The  design  relationship  of  this  alternative  to  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  with  the  latter's  system  of  pedestrian  bridges,  walkways  and  open 
spaces  would  not  be  as  close  as  that  of  the  proposed  project.  The  90-foot  greater  height 
on  Parcel  1  and  48-foot  greater  height  on  Parcel  3  would  increase  the  visibility  of  this 
alternative  from  both  distant  and  close  viewpoints.  Three  entrances  to  individual  below- 
grade  parking  and  loading  facilities  would  create  more  curb  cuts  and  more  potential  for 
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pedestrian  conflicts  than  the  single-entrance  design  of  the  proposed  project.  There  would 
be  no  pedestrian  circulation  between  the  second  level  of  the  three  structures  as  there 
would  be  no  pedestrian  bridges  connecting  the  structures  at  that  level. 

The  6%  greater  net  new  office  space,  37%  greater  hotel  space,  and  85%  less  retail  space 
compared  with  the  project  would  generate  about  8%  more  daily  person  trips  and  about 
10%  more  peak-hour  trips  than  the  proposed  project.  Transit  and  pedestrian  load  factors 
and  levels  of  service  would  also  be  greater  in  proportion  to  the  increase  in  daily  person 
trips.  Vehicle  access  and  possible  vehicle  conflicts  would  increase  due  to  motorists 
entering  three  individual  parking  and/or  loading  facilities  and  associated  entrances.  The 
Downtown  Plan  identifies  that  portion  of  Commercial  Street  within  the  project  boundaries 
as  a  lunchtime  mall  for  exclusive  pedestrian  use  between  11  a.m.  and  2  p.m.  on  weekdays. 
Excluding  vehicles  during  this  period  would  alter  vehicular  access  to  the  site,  and  could 
increase  the  potential  for  vehicle  conflicts  in  adjacent  streets.  Cumulative  air  quality 
impacts  would  increase  but  would  not  be  of  measurable  magnitude.  Demand  for  public 
services  and  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed 
project. 

According  to  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 
formula,  the  housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  554  units  compared 
with  524  for  the  project.  Subtracting  formerly  occupied  office  space  from  the  formula, 
this  alternative  would  generate  a  demand  for  382  units. *  As  with  the  proposed  project, 
this  alternative  could  receive  202  OHPP  housing  credits  for  Section  8  elderly  housing  (see 
Section  V,  Mitigation  Measures,  page  190).  The  sponsor  would  satisfy  the  remaining  228 
housing  units  requirement  in  accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines. 

Sun-shading  impacts  would  increase  on  Maritime  Plaza  and  Embarcadero  Center  One  in 
proportion  to  the  90-foot  greater  height  on  Parcel  1.  The  45-foot  taller  building  on 
Parcel  3  would  proportionally  increase  shadows  on  adjacent  areas.  Wind  impacts  would  be 
expected  to  be  greater  than  the  project. 
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3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  it  would  not  provide  for  a 
single  integrated,  below-grade  parking  and  loading  facility  and,  in  the  sponsor's  opinion, 
would  result  in  inefficient  vehicle  circulation  and  a  design  that  would  impose  constraints 
resulting  in  a  less  pleasing  development  than  the  proposed  project.  The  sponsor  also 
believes  that  a  lack  of  pedestrian  bridges  connecting  the  three  parcel  sites  and  the 
existing  Embarcadero  Center  would  reduce  the  marketing  potential  of  this  alternative's 
second  and  third  floor  retail  space.  In  addition,  this  alternative  would  violate  the 
agreement  made  between  the  project  sponsor  and  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank. 

C.    ALTERNATIVE  THREE:  DOWNTOWN  PLAN 

See  Section  IV.A.,  Land  Use  and  Zoning  Impacts,  pages  75  -  77  description  of  the  major 
features  of  the  Downtown  Plan  related  to  the  project  site.  This  alternative  would 
conform  to  the  Downtown  Plan,  including  amendments. 

1.  Description 

Under  the  Downtown  Plan,  buildings  in  the  C-3-0  district  may  have  a  maximum  FAR  of 
10:1;  thus,  the  allowable  gross  floor  area  for  the  site  is  711,440  square  feet,  compared 
with  924,500  gsf  for  the  project. 

The  Plan,  as  amended,  includes  a  maximum  height  of  250  feet  for  Parcel  1,  75  feet  for 
Parcel  2  and  400  feet  for  Parcel  3.  In  addition,  the  Plan  designates  new  bulk  controls  for 
all  three  parcels  that  would  apply  to  four  components  of  a  structure:  base,  lower  tower, 
upper  tower  and  upper  tower  extension.  The  controls  require  a  volume  reduction  that 
would  decrease  the  bulk  of  a  building  as  the  building  increases  in  height.  As  a  further 
urban  design  control,  buildings  must  be  massed  to  create  distinctive  building  tops  and 
setbacks  above  a  building  base,  to  maintain  the  continuity  of  the  predominant  streetwalls. 

An  alternative  conforming  with  controls  in  the  Downtown  Plan  would  include  office 
highrises  on  Parcels  1  and  3,  and  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  (see 
Figure  42,  page  210).  This  alternative  would  include  667,000  gsf  (645,000  net  new  gsf)  of 
office  space,  73,650  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  63,000  gsf  of  below-grade  parking  and 
loading  facilities  compared  to  611,000  gsf  (589,000  net  new  gsf)  of  office  space  and  24,315 
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gsf  of  retail  space  for  the  project;  below-grade  parking  and  loading  facilities  would  be  the 
same.  This  alternative  would  not  include  hotel  or  restaurant  space. 

This  alternative  would  include  the  maximum  base  floor  area  allowed  under  the  height  and 
bulk  provisions  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  Deleting  the  29,200  gsf  of  ground  floor  retail  from 
the  FAR  calculation  as  permitted  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  total  floor  area  for  this 
alternative  would  be  711,450  gsf;  an  FAR  of  10.0:1.  See  Table  4,  page  71  for  a 
comparison  of  this  alternative  and  the  project. 

The  structure  on  Parcel  1  would  rise  238  feet  (23  stories)  above  grade,  compared  to  250 
feet  (24  stories)  for  the  project,  and  would  contain  195,000  gsf  of  office  space  and  30,000 
gsf  of  retail  space.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  the  first  three  levels  of  the  structure 
would  include  retail  and  public  open  space;  the  remaining  levels  would  contain  office 
space,  instead  of  the  hotel  proposed  with  the  project. 

Development  on  Parcel  2  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project.  A  two-level 
portico/addition  with  retail  and  public  open  space  would  replace  the  loading  structure  on 
the  Battery  Street  (east)  side  of  the  building.  The  rehabilitated  bank  and  the  new 
structure  would  contain  approximately  130,000  gsf  of  office  space  and  35,000  gsf  of  retail 
space,  compared  with  140,000  gsf  of  office  space,  17,815  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  32,685 
gsf  of  restaurant  space  with  the  project. 
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The  building  on  Parcel  3  would  rise  310  feet  (28  stories)  above  grade  and  contain  342,000 
gsf  of  office  space  and  8,650  gsf  of  retail  space,  compared  to  the  400  feet  (33  stories) 
project  building  containing  471,000  gsf  of  office  space,  4,000  gsf  of  retail  space,  and  2,500 
gsf  of  restaurant  space  with  the  project.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  retail  and  open 
space  would  be  provided  on  the  first  two  levels  with  office  space  above.  New 
construction  would  occur  on  the  site  of  the  241  Battery  Street  building  after  demolition  of 
that  building  and  would  be  built  over  a  portion  of  435  Sacramento  Street  building,  which 
would  remain. 

As  with  the  project,  parking  and/or  loading  facilities  would  be  located  below  grade  with  a 
single,  Clay  Street  access.  A  total  of  42  parking  spaces  and  ten  loading  docks  would  be 
provided,  the  same  as  the  project  would  provide. 

This  alternative  would  require  authorization  for  construction  of  pedestrian  bridges  over 
Sacramento,  Commercial  and  Battery  Streets;  closure  of  Commercial  Street;  construction 
of  a  loading  and  service  area  beneath  the  Commercial  Street  pedestrian  walkway;  and 
construction  of  a  loading  access  tunnel  to  Parcel  3  under  Sacramento  Street,  as  would  the 
project. 

Under  the  Downtown  Plan,  projects  in  the  C-3-0  district  are  required  to  provide  one 
square  foot  of  usable  open  space  for  each  50  square  feet  of  building  area.  Not  including 
circulation  space  on  the  pedestrian  bridges,  this  alternative  would  provide  19,000  gsf,  in 
excess  of  the  Plan  requirement  of  14,813  square  feet  for  this  alternative.  The  project 
would  provide  19,000  gsf  of  publicly-accessible  open  space  also,  in  excess  of  the  Plan 
requirements  (see  Table  4,  page  71). 

The  calculated  gross  floor  area  for  this  alternative  would  be  approximately  711,450  gsf, 

about  213,050  gsf  less  than  for  the  proposed  project.  The  Downtown  Plan  excludes  retail 

and  other  uses  on  the  ground  floor  in  a  C-3-0  district  from  calculations  of  allowable  gross 
2 

floor  area.  Thus,  the  total  floor  area  noted  above  for  this  alternative  excludes  the 
29,200  gsf  of  ground  floor  retail  space.  If  calculated  according  to  the  Downtown  Plan, 
excluding  certain  ground  floor  uses,  the  project  would  have  an  FAR  of  12.5:1,  compared  to 
the  10:1  FAR  of  this  alternative. 
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2.     Environmental  Impacts 

Visual  impacts  would  differ  slightly  from  the  proposed  project,  in  that  the  setbacks  and 
lower  building  heights  on  Parcels  1  and  3  would  obstruct  views  less  than  the  project  from 
upper  levels  of  nearby  highrises.  Shadows  would  be  proportionally  less  than  those  cast  by 
the  project. 

The  buildings  would  be  designed  such  that  wind  speeds  due  to  the  alternative  would  not 

exceed  wind  standards  established  in  the  Downtown  Plan  (7  mph  for  sitting  areas,  11  mph 

3 

for  pedestrian  areas). 

The  Downtown  Plan  requires  protection  and  enhancement  of  street  scale  by  providing 
distinctive  building  bases  that  relate  to  the  height  of  existing  streetwalls.  Both  the 
proposed  project  and  the  Downtown  Plan  alternative  for  Parcel  1  would  provide  a  building 
base  that  would  visually  relate  to  the  streetwall  height  of  the  Alcoa  Building  (and 
Maritime  Plaza)  and  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center.  As  with  the  project,  the  base  of 
the  proposed  building  on  Parcel  3  would  relate  to  the  streetwall  height  of  Battery  Street; 
the  structure's  base  would  also  relate  to  the  streetwall  height  on  Sacramento  Street, 
although  less  so  given  that  street's  width.  The  base  of  the  structures  on  Parcels  1  and  3  in 
this  alternative  would  relate  to  the  existing  low-rise  structures,  particularly  those 
fronting  Battery  Street  north  and  south  of  the  site  and  on  Sansome  Street  west  of  the  site 
(see  Figure  11,  page  36). 

The  10%  greater  amount  of  net  new  office,  203%  greater  amount  of  retail  space  and 
elimination  of  all  hotel  and  restaurant  space  would  generate  about  16%  less  daily  person 
trips  and  6%  less  peak-hour  trips  than  the  project.  Transit  and  pedestrian  load  factors 
and  levels  of  service  would  also  decrease  proportionally.  Employment-related  impacts  of 
this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  proposed  project  due  to  the  increase  in 
office  and  retail  uses.  Energy  consumption  and  public  service  demands  would  be  expected 
to  be  less  than  the  proposed  project  since  total  gross  floor  area  would  be  less  and  no  hotel 
space  would  be  included  in  this  alternative. 

The  Downtown  Plan  incorporates  the  OHPP  formula  for  calculating  housing  requirements 
based  upon  the  amount  of  net  new  office  space.  According  to  OHPP  the  housing  demand 
generated  for  this  alternative  would  be  573  housing  units  .  Subtracting  formerly  occupied 
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office  space  from  the  formula,  this  alternative  would  generate  a  demand  for  402  units. 
As  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  could  receive  202  OHPP  housing  credits  for 
Section  8  elderly  housing.    The  sponsor  would  satisfy  the  remaining  200  housing  unit 
requirement,  in  accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines. 

3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

The  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  development  costs  would  rise  consider- 
ably in  order  to  conform  to  Downtown  Plan  requirements,  precluding,  in  the  sponsor's 
opinion,  development  of  a  hotel  on  Parcel  1.  As  stated  in  Section  II.A.,  page  12,  one  of 
the  objective's  of  the  sponsor  is  to  provide  a  hotel  that  would  accommodate  business 
clients  in  the  Financial  District,  promote  activities  during  the  evenings  and  weekends 
when  the  area  is  traditionally  less  utilized,  and  stimulate  use  of  retail  space  and 
restaurants  in  the  surrounding  area  by  introducing  a  new  use  that  would  promote  tourist 
activity.  In  addition,  housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  greater  than 
with  the  project. 

D.  "  ALTERNATIVE  FOUR:    NO  PARKING 

1.  Description 

The  project  site  is  within  the  C-3-0  district,  in  which  no  off-street  parking  is  required.  In 
addition,  the  site  is  in  an  area  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  as  the  Downtown  Core  Automobile  Control  Area  where  "a  continuing 
effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle  and  parking 
is  actively  discouraged."  The  proposed  project  would  include  42  parking  spaces;  under  this 
alternative,  there  would  be  no  on-site  parking.  In  all  other  respects  this  alternative  would 
be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project. 

2.  Impacts 

Geologic  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  less  than  for  the  project,  as  the  depth  of 
excavation  for  Parcels  1  and  3  would  be  less.  Construction  noise  impacts  associated  with 
foundation  excavation  would  be  less. 

Although  difficult  to  quantify,  transit  demand  would  be  expected  to  increase  with  no  on- 
site  parking.     The  project's  contribution  to  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  in  the 
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immediate  vicinity  would  be  reduced.  Other  environmental  effects  of  this  alternative 
would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  not  provide  the  amount 
of  accessory  parking  allowable  under  by  Section  204.5(c)  of  the  Planning  Code.  In 
addition,  the  sponsor  believes  some  tenants  of  the  project,  particularly  with  office  and 
hotel  uses,  would  desire  on-site  parking,  and  that  marketability  of  project  space  would, 
therefore,  be  affected  if  no  parking  were  available. 

E.     ALTERNATIVE  FIVE:  FULL  USE  OF  435  SACRAMENTO  STREET 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  involve  the  same  development  on  Parcels  1  and  2,  and  different 
design  of  the  lower  floors  and  below-grade  levels  of  the  office  tower  on  Parcel  3 
compared  to  the  project.  The  alternative  would  use  the  entire  site  at  435  Sacramento 
Street,  compared  to  use  of  only  the  two  floors  of  office  space  above  the  parking  garage  in 
the  project.  There  would  be  no  pedestrian  bridge  across  Sacramento  Street.  The 
pedestrian  bridges  across  Battery  and  Commercial  Streets  would  be  constructed,  as  with 
the  project,  the  bridge  across  Commercial  Street  would  terminate  at  the  southern  edge  of 
the  proposed  portico/addition  to  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  on  Parcel  2  (see  Figure  43, 
page  215). 

The  hotel  in  Parcel  1  would  be  254,000  gsf,  the  same  as  the  project,  and  would  include  330 
rooms,  the  same  as  the  project.  Building  height  would  be  250  feet,  the  same  as  the 
project. 

The  interior  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  on  Parcel  2  would  include  about  17,815 
gsf  of  retail  space,  about  140,000  gsf  of  office  space,  and  about  32,685  gsf  of  restaurant 
space,  as  for  the  project. 
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The  office  tower  on  Parcel  3  would  be  400  feet  (33  stories)  in  height  (the  same  as  the 
project),  and  would  include  150  parking  spaces  in  three  levels  below-grade  totalling  about 
48,000  square  feet,  or  about  16,000  square  feet  per  level.  Access  to  the  parking  facility 
would  be  from  Halleck  Street.  Five  full-size  loading  spaces  would  be  provided  at  street 
level,  with  access  from  Halleck  Street.  No  tunnel  below  Sacramento  Street  would  be 
included.  Open  space  features  and  pedestrian  and  building  circulation  space  would  total 
6,520  gsf.  A  mechanical  floor  at  the  mezzanine  would  be  included  in  this  alternative. 
Office  space  would  be  about  471,000  gsf,  including  the  new  tower  and  retained  space  at 
435  Sacramento  Street. 

The  design  of  street-level  uses  on  Parcel  3  would  be  contingent  upon  use  of  the  entire  site 
at  435  Sacramento  Street.  The  existing  three  levels  of  parking  would  be  demolished 
(33,000  gsf),  to  be  replaced  by  the  new  parking  levels  described  above  (48,000  gsf).  All  of 
the  new  parking  spaces  would  be  for  the  use  of  the  owner  of  the  existing  on-site  garage  in 
substitution  for  the  loss  of  that  garage.  The  new  parking  facility  would  be  operated  solely 
for  the  owner  of  the  435  Sacramento  Street  parking  garage. 

This  alternative  would  contain  approximately  924,500  gsf  (the  same  as  the  project), 
including  611,000  gsf  of  office  space  24,315  gsf  of  retail  space,  254,000  gsf  of  hotel  space 
and  35,185  gsf  of  restaurant  space,  the  same  as  the  project.  Open  space  would  be  about 
19,000  gsf,  the  same  as  the  project.  This  alternative  would  also  include  10  loading  spaces 
(the  same  as  the  project),  and  150  parking  spaces  (108  more  than  the  project).  Calculated 
FAR  for  this  alternative  would  be  13.0:1,  the  same  as  the  project.  Excluding  ground  floor 
uses  pursuant  to  Downtown  Plan  guidelines  results  in  a  calculated  FAR  of  12.5:1,  the  same 
as  the  project. 

2.     Environmental  Impacts 

Visual  impacts  would  differ  from  the  project  in  that  this  alternative  would  not  include  a 
pedestrian  bridge  across  Sacramento  Street,  which  would  eliminate  view  obstruction 
associated  with  the  bridge.  The  design  relationship  of  this  alternative  and  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center,  with  its  system  of  pedestrian  bridges,  walkways  and  open  spaces, 
would  not  be  as  close  as  that  of  the  project  due  to  elimination  of  a  bridge.  The  Halleck 
Street  access  to  both  parking  and  loading  facilities  would  create  curb  cuts  and  more 
potential  for  pedestrian  and  vehicle  conflicts  than  the  single  entrance  of  the  project  (on 
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Parcel  1).  There  would  be  no  pedestrian  circulation  between  the  second  level  of  Parcels  2 
and  3,  as  there  would  be  no  pedestrian  bridge  connecting  the  structures  at  that  level. 

This  alternative  would  generate  about  the  same  amount  of  daily  person  trips  and  peak- 
hour  trips  as  the  project.  Transit  and  pedestrian  load  factors  and  levels  of  service  would 
also  be  the  same  as  the  project.  Vehicle  access  and  potential  for  conflicts  would  increase 
due  to  motorists  accessing  two  separate  parking  and  loading  facilities  and  associated 
entrances.  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  project.  Demand  for 
public  services  and  energy  consumption  would  be  expected  to  be  the  same  as  that  of  the 
project. 

According  to  the  City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP) 

formula,  the  housing  demand  generated  by  this  alternative  would  be  524  units,  the  same  as 
5 

the   project.     Subtracting   formerly   occupied   office   space   from    the   formula,  this 

5 

alternative  would  generate  a  demand  for  352  units,  the  same  as  the  project.  As  with  the 
project,  the  alternative  would  receive  202  OHPP  housing  credits  for  Section  8  elderly 
housing  (see  Secton  V,  Mitigation  Measures,  page  196).  The  sponsor  would  satisfy  the 
remaining  150  housing  unit  requirement  off-site,  in  accordance  with  OHPP  guidelines. 

Sun-shading  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  project  on  Maritime  Plaza  and  Embarcadero 
Center  One.  Wind  impacts  would  also  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 

3.     Reasons  for  Rejection 

In  the  sponsor's  view,  this  alternative  would  not  provide  for  physical  integration  of  the 
entire  project  with  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center  development  because  of  the  lack  of 
the  pedestrian  bridge  across  Sacramento  Street.  Also,  in  the  project  sponsor's  opinion,  the 
lack  of  a  bridge  would  result  in  a  reduction  of  this  alternative's  marketing  potential.  In 
addition,  at  present,  the  project  sponsor  lacks  the  necessary  property  rights  in  the  three 
parking  levels  at  435  Sacramento  Street  to  build  this  alternative.  The  sponsor  would 
consider  this  alternative  should  the  necessary  property  rights  be  obtained. 
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"  Total  net  new  office  space  x  40%  t  1.8  =  Number  of  housing  units 
250 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Revised  Guidelines  for  Administering  the 
Housing  Requirements  Place  on  Office  Development  under  OHPP,  January  1982,  page  5. 

The  OHPP  allows  discounting  of  formerly  occupied  office  space  that  will  be  redeveloped 
or  replaced  with  office,  retail,  or  related  uses.  Therefore,  the  193,000  gsf  of  former 
office  space  in  the  project  would  be  redeveloped  as  office,  retail,  and  other  uses,  and  can 
be  discounted  from  the  net  new  office  space  figure  used  in  the  OHPP  formula.  Net  new 
office  space  for  Alternative  2  would  thus  total  430,000  gsf  for  the  purpose  of  the  OHPP 
requirement. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  The  Downtown  Plan,  Proposal  for  Citizen 
Review,  August  1983,  page  29,  revised  November  1983,  amended  June,  October  and 
November,  1984.  In  addition  to  retail  uses,  the  following  functions  and  facilities  can  be 
excluded  from  FAR  calculations:  personal  service  uses;  building  circulation;  open  space 
features;  pedestrian  circulation;  cultural,  recreational,  religious,  social  service  and 
educational  facilities  available  to  the  general  pubric;  and  building  service.  Up  to  75%  of 
the  ground  floor  area  of  these  uses  and  facilities  _and  ground  level  open  space  can  be 
excluded  from  FAR  calculations. 

Don  Ballanti,  Certified  Consulting  Meteorologist,  oral  communication,  June  22,  1984. 

Net  new  office  space  for  Alternative  3  would  be  452,000  gsf  for  the  purposes  of  the  OHPP 
formula. 

New  new  office  space  for  Alternative  5  would  be  396,000  gsf  for  the  purposes  of  the 
OHPP  formula  (see  footnote  1,  above). 
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VIE.  EIR  AUTHORS,  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


A.  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  EIR 

Author  of  Environmental  Impact  Report 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Alec  S.  Bash 

Assistant  Environmental  Review  Officer:  Barbara  Sahm 

EIR  Coordinator:  Carol  Roos 


Author  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation 
319  Eleventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94103 
San  Francisco  Projects  Coordinator:  Stu  During 
Project  Manager:  Suzanne  McAdams 
Assistant  Project  Manager:  Charles  Setchell 


Project  Sponsor 

One,  Two  and  Three  Embarcadero  West 
Four  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2660 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Vice  President:  Bruce  W.  Jones 
Project  Director:  Mark  Solit 


Project  Architects 

John  Port  man  and  Associates 

225  Peachtree  Street,  NE  Suite  201 

Atlanta,  Georgia  30303 

Project  Architect:  Irving  Weiner 

Kaplan,  McLaughlin  and  Diaz 

222  Vallejo  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94111 
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B.  PERSONS  CONSULTED 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  861-8000 

Edward  J.  Phipps,  Assistant  Chief 
Support  Services 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 

Traffic  Engineering  Division 

460  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Kem  Hui,  Assistant  Civil  Engineer 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
Bruce  Bernhard 


Other 

AC  Transit 

Division  of  Planning  and  Research 
1140  45th  Street 
Emeryville,  California 
(415)  835-9801 
Jeff  Allan,  Planner 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

800  Madison  Street 

Oakland,  California 

(415)  465-4100 

John  Stamas,  Planner 

Ward  Belding,  Planner 

California  Engineering  Commissioon 

Sacramento,  California 

Al  Deterville,  Project  Administrator 

Caltrans 

150  Oak  Street 

San  Francisco,  California 

(415)  557-1840 

Scott  MacCalden,  Senior  Engineer 
Ben  Chuck,  Senior  Planner 
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Golden  Gate  Transportation  District 
1011  Anderson  Street 
San  Rafael,  California  94902 
Alan  Zahradnik,  Planner 

Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
245  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94105 
Nancy  Ebling 

San  Mateo  Transit  District 
400  South  El  Camino  Real 
San  Mateo,  California  94402 
(415)  573-2349 
Jim  DeHart,  Planner 


IX.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 
Management 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  10th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Don  Rake 

Air  Resources  Board 
General  Projects  Section 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay 
Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 

Irwin  Mussen 

BAAQMD 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

California  Archaeological 
Site  Survey  Regional  Office 
N.W.  Info  Center 
Dept.  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Darnall  W.  Reynolds 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Trans.-Bus.  &  Trans.  Agency 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

David  Tannehill 

Calif.  Dept.  of  Trans.-Public  Trans.  Branch 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Robert  Levy,  Superintendent 
Bureau  of  Bldg.  Inspection 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Paula  Jesson 
Deputy  Director 
City  Attorney's  Office 
Room  206,  City  Hall 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Jonathan  Malone,  Secretary 
Patrick  McGrew,  President 
Phillip  P.  Choy 
Elizabeth  de  Losada 
David  M.  Hartley 
Carolyn  Klemeyer 
Jean  E.  Kortum 
Ann  Sabiniano 
Walter  Sontheimer 
John  Ritchie 

Bill  Witte,  Director 

Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tom  Jordan,  Dir.  Bureau  Services 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  150 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Barbara  Moy,  Assistant  Director,  PUC 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  111 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Deborah  Learner 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  &  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

San  Francisco  Bureau  of  Engineering 

Streets  and  Highways 

45  Hyde  Street,  Room  212 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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CITY  &  COUNTY  (Cont.) 


MEDIA 


City  Planning  Commission 

450  McAllister 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Lee  Woods,  Secretary 
Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 
Susan  Bier  man 
Roger  Boas 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 
Jerome  Klein 
Yoshio  Nakashima 
C.  Mackey  Salazar 
Douglas  Wright,  Alternate 

SF  Dept.  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Engineering 
Division  of  Streets  <5c  Highways 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Tim  A.  Molinare 

SF  Dept.  of  Public  Works 
Mechanical  Engineering  Section 
45  Hyde  Street,  Room  222 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Vijay  K.  Gupta 

Scott  Schoaf 

Dept.  of  Public  Works-Traffic  Eng.  Div. 
460  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Edward  Phipps 

SF  Fire  Dept.,  Div.  of  Planning  <5c  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Peter  Straus 

SF  Municipal  Railway-Planning  Div. 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Wallace  Wortman,  Dir.  of  Property 
SF  Real  Estate  Dept. 
450  McAllister  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Gen.  Mgr. 
Water  Department,  Distribution  Div. 
425  Mason  Street 
l  -n  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Patrick  Douglas 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

2700  -  19th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

San  Francisco  Business  Journal 
635  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Kirsten  E.  Downey 

Evelyn  Hsu 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 

925  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Examiner 

P.O.  Box  7260 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

E.  Cahill  Maloney 
San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Rob  Waters 
Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

LIBRARIES 

Faith  Van  Liere 
Documents  Library 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Lin  Max 

Cogswell  College  Library 
600  Stockton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Jean  Circiello 

EPA  Library 

215  Fremont  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Government  Documents  Section 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  94305 
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Dora  Ng 

Government  Publications 
SF  State  University 
1630  Hollo  way  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94132 

Inst,  of  Govt.  Studies 
1209  Moses  Hall 
UC  Berkeley 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law 
Library 

200  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 

790  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Steve  Anderson 

Charter  Commercial  Brokerage 
Market  Research  Dept. 
Two  Embarcadero  Center,  #1860 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley 
Bennet  <5c  Barkley 
100  California  St.,  Suite  970 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

Bay  Area  Council 

348  World  Trade  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Albert  Beck 

c/o  Geography  Department 
California  State  Univ.,  Chico 
Chico,  CA  95929 

Bendix  Environmental 
Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market,  #902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tony  Blaczek 

Finance  Dept.,  Coldwell  Banker 
1  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


John  E.  Bonin 
Knowlton  Realty,  Inc. 
1  California,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Peter  Boss  elm  an 
Environmental  Simulation  Lab. 
119  Wurster  Hall 
UC  Berkeley 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Roger  Boyer  Associates 
215  Leidesdorf 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Anita 

Susan  R.  Diamond 
Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Michael  Buck 

1333  -  35th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

David  Capron 
Lincoln  Property  Co. 
100  Spear  Street,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94105 

Dale  Carlson 

369  Pine  Street,  #800 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Kent  Soule 

Chickering  &  Gregory 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Coalition  for  SF  Neighborhoods 

Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 

175  Yukon  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  -  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Calvin  Dare 
Cushman  Wakefield 
555  California,  #2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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James  A.  Hogland 
Cushman  Wakefield 
555  California  St.,  #2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Jonathan  Soffer 
Deringer  Development  Group 
50  California  St.,  Suite  1205 
San  Francisco,  CA  9411 

Alex  Diamondidis 
58  Varennes 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

James  S.  Dielschneider 
258-B  Red  Rock  Way 
San  Francisco,  C A  94131 

DKS  Associates 

1419  Broadway,  Suite  700 

Oakland,  CA  94612-2069 

Rita  Dorst 

RB  International  Services 
9  Boston  Ship  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Lloyd  Pflueger 
Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Downtown  Senior 

Social  Services 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Michael  V.  Dyett 

Blayney-Dyett 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Leslie  deBoer 

EPR,  Inc. 

649  Front  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Avril  Tolley 
ESA 

1390  Market  St.,  Fox  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Farella  Braun  &  Martel 
235  Montgomery  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Connie  Parrish 
Friends  of  the  Earth 
1045  Sansome  Street,  #404 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Grant  Dehart 
Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Jane  Winslow 

Gensler  and  Associates 

550  Kearny  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Charles  Gill 

The  Aspen  Group  West,  Inc. 
505  Sansome  St.,  Suite  1005 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Annette  M.  Granucci 
Commercial  News  Publishing  Co. 
125  Twelfth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Gruen,Gruen  ft  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94105 

Donald  Head  ft  Associates 
109  Minna  Street,  #293 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Robert  L.  Gibney,  Jr. 
Heller,  Ehrman,  White  ft  McAuliffe 
44  Montgomery  St.,  32nd  Fl. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Valerie  Hersey 
Munselle-Brown 
950  Battery 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Sue  Hestor 

4536  -  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 
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Carl  Imparato 
1205  Garfield 
Albany,  CA  94706 

Gordon  Jacoby 
Jefferson  Associates 
683  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  710 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Sheryl  Bratton 

Robert  Fan,  Lee  &  Fan 
Architecture  <5c  Planning,  Inc. 
580  Market  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Brent  Kato 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
333  Valencia  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Carol  Lester 

Lawyers  Title  Company  of  SF 
300  Montgomery  St.,  Suite  1135 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Barry  Livingston 
Urban  Center  Development  Ltd. 
One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  2216 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Doug  Longyear 

Finance  Dept.  Coldwell  Banker 
1  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Rolf  Wheeler 

Marathon  U.S.  Realties,  Inc. 
595  Market  St.,  Suite  1330 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Marcus  Wood 
Milton  Meyer  <5c  Co. 
One  California  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Robert  Meyers  Associates 
58°  Market  Street,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Leland  S.  Meyerzove 

KPOO  -  FM  " 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  C A  94101 

Page,  Anderson  &  Turnbull 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Susan  Pearlstine 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 

P.O.  Box  7880 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Gloria  Root 

Planning  Analysis  &  Dev. 
530  Chestnut  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

339  Walnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Neville  Price  &  Associates 
25  Ecker  Square,  Suite  1050 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Bruce  Raful 
Rothschild  Cappiello 
332  Pine  Street,  Suite  511 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Deborah  McNamee 
Research  <5c  Decisions  Corp. 
375  Sutter  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

David  P.  Rhoades 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 

Mrs.  H.  Klussman,  Pres. 
San  Francisco  Beautiful 
41  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 
Trades  Council 

400  Alabama  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
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Richard  Morten 
SF  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

John  Innes 

San  Francisco  Christian  School 
699  Serramonte  Ave. 
Daly  City,  CA  94015 

G.  Kirkland,  Exec.  Director 
SF  Conv.  <5c  Visitors  Bureau 
201  -  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 
San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

SF  Ecology  Center 
13  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bernard  Speck  man 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 

1855  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Organizing  Project 

1208  Market  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Planning  <5c 
Urban  Research  Association 
312  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

David  Jones 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 
241  Bartlett 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Frank  Noto 

San  Francisco  Forward 
375  Sutter  Street,  #400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Tony  Kilroy 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market  Street,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  Sanger  <5c  Associates 
3600  Washington  St. 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 


Senior  Escort  Program 
South  of  Market  Branch 
814  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Becky  Evans 

Sierra  Club 

530  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Robert  Snook 

Wells  Fargo  Bank 

475  Sansome  Street,  19th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

South  of  Market  Alliance 

74  Langton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

Wayne  Stiefvater 
Appraisal  Consultants 
701  Sutter  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

John  Elberling 
TODCO 

230  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Rod  Teter 

Cahill  Construction  Co. 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Jerry  Tone,  Loan  Officer 
Real  Estate  Industries  Group 
Wells  Farge  Bank,  N.A. 
475  Sansome  Street,  19th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C  A  94111 

Timothy  Tosta 

333  Market  Street,  #2230 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Jeff  Vance 

Campeau  Corporation 

681  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  (Cont.) 


Kathy  Van  Velsor 

19  Chula  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Stephen  Weicker 

899  Pine  Street,  #1610 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing 

Organizations 
409  Clayton  St. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Howard  Wexler 

235  Montgomery,  27th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Eunice  Willette 

1323  Gilman  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Leslie  Yee 

1531  Powell  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Marie  Zeller 

Whisler-Patri 

590  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Golden  Gateway  Holding  Corp. 

560  Battery  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 

415  Merchant  Street  Associates 
415  Merchant  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Michael  J.  Borelli 
1045  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

500  Sansome  Street  Company 
500  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

George  Lippi 

3646  Baker  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 


407  Sansome  Associates 
c/o  Donald  G.  Nicholls 
407  Sansome  Street,  #200 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Hung  On  Tong  Society 

657  Jackson  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Wells  Fargo  Bank 

c/o  Real  Property  Mgmt.,  #931 

P.O.  Box  44000 

San  Francisco,  CA  94144 

Hansel  Corporation 
c/o  Ritchie  <5c  Ritchie 
120  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Wells  Fargo  Bank 

N/O  Mosten  Mgmt.  Co.  NV  7-82 

c/o  Gibson  Dunn  <5c  Crutcher 

515  South  Flower  Street 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90071 

Block  230  Associates 

c/o  Bill  F.  Osborne 

#3  Embarcadero  Center  #2360 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Dow  Jones  &  Co.,  Inc. 
c/o  Comptroller 
Box  3000 

Princeton,  NJ  08540 

M  &  T  Properties,  Inc. 
c/o  Doan  Corp. 
P.O.  Box  1710 
Costa  Mesa,  CA  92626 

OGS  Investments  Inc. 
c/o  Leland  Parachini,  et  al. 
333  Market  Street,  27th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Oak  Post  Co. 

425  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

W.F.  Building  Co. 

c/o  William  Savage 

P.O.JBox  44000  _A  a ai  *  a 
San  Francisco,  CA  94144 
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ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERNS  (cont.) 

Bank  of  California  N.A. 
c/o  Comptroller 
400  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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[  Tit  j  tOC-t^CU 


NOTICE  THAI  AM 
ZNVIROI-JMZNXaL  IMPACT  ?£?ORI 
IS  DETZSMINED  TO  BE  HZCUOZD 


iDate  of  this  Notice:      September  2,  1933 


Lead  Agency: 
Agency  Cchte 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  De 
450  McAllister  St.  -  5  th  Floor,  San  f 

:  Person:    £A3G!  R0G5 


-    /-J   T3  1  -.  ,  -'  ~ 


rancisco  CA  9-102 


Sponsor:  One ,Tv/o , Three  Embarcadero 

Center  We 5" 
Contact  Parser.:   sjjsAiN  "AYMOR-LUHIA 

I  ?rciect  Address:  -iest  3'"e  0T"  33ttary  Street  between  Clay  !<  Ha  Heck  extending  ta 

J        "~  Sansome  Street 

!  Assessor's  Block's)  and  Loc(s):    A/3  229,  Lots  3  3.  20;  A/3  232,  Lots  1  J  7 

I  City  and  County:     San  Francisco 


j  Project  Description:  Mixed-use  development  totalling  about  1  s 4 "i -3 ,000  gsf;  327, £CC  gsf 
Office;  5.2,400  "gsf  Retail:  251  ,900  gsf  Hotel;  37,500  gsf  Open  Space;  163, 0C0  gsf  Parking; 
and  eight  leading  spaces.    Retention  of  Federal  Reserve  Hank  }  435  Sacramento  (23,100  ;s: 

I  Office  space)  I  demolition  of  241  3attary  Street  requiring  Conditional  Lisa,  ancrcschment 

i  arc  bui1 aire  permits. 
!  *  ' 

|  ■    

!  ,  .  .    .  . 

|  12-3 ACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.     This  determination  is  based  upon  the  crireria  of  the 
1  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15C31  (Determining  Sigr.i- 
j  ficant  Effect),   15022  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15GS4  decision  zo 
Prepare  an  EIR)  ,  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)   for  the  oroject,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Deoartnen:  cf  City 
Plannina: 


Project  Ti 


"  32.222  EC: 
Embarcadero  Center  West 


Project 


Prci  ect 


Please  see  attached  Initial  Study 


Deadline  for  Filling  o_f  _an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  Citv 


,ion:   September  12,  1933 


■J    --<=■  5 


An  appeal  requires  1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  anpeal,  and  2)  a 
$35.00  filing  fee. 


.Alec  S .  2 


as.-.,  ^nvir onmen ta^  Reviav  Officer 


FINAL  INITIAL  STUDY 
EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 
83.222EC 
September  2,  1983 

I.     PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  site  is  bounded  by  Battery,  Sansome,  Clay  and 
Halleck  Streets  (see  Figure  1,  page  2).  The  site  includes  three  parcels:  Parcel  1  - 
Assessor's  Block  (AB)  229,  Lot  20;  Parcel  2  -  AB  229,  Lot  3;  and  Parcel  3  -  AB  238,  Lots  1 
and  7.  In  addition,  the  project  sponsor  proposes  to  obtain  from  the  City  authorization  for 
the  closure  and  use  of  a  portion  of  the  right-of-way  of  Commercial  Street  between 
Sansome  and  Battery  Streets,  and  to  obtain  authorization  to  construct  pedestrian  bridges 
over  Battery  and  Sacramento  Streets  and  parking  and  loading  tunnels  under  Commercial 
and  Sacramento  Streets.  The  size  of  the  site,  including  the  portion  of  Commercial  Street 
proposed  to  be  used,  is  approximately  75,900  square  feet.  The  project  site  is  in  the  C-3-0 
(Downtown  Office)  district,  the  City's  central  business  district. 

Parcel  1  currently  contains  a  75-space  surface  parking  lot,  and  Parcel  2  contains  the 
vacant  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  (400  Sansome  Street).  Parcel  3  contains  two 
buildings:  a  vacant  office/warehouse  structure  (241  Battery)  and  an  occupied  mixed-use 
building  (435  Sacramento)  with  two  levels  of  office  space  and  four  levels  (150  spaces)  of 
parking  (two  beiow-grade).  The  proposed  project  would  include  adaptive  reuse  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  and  removal  of  the  parking  lot  and  the  241  Battery 
building:  the  building  at  435  Sacramento  would  remain.  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  and  241  Battery  building  are  included  in  a  list  of  architecturally  and/or 
historically  significant  buildings  adopted  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No. 
S600  The  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  is  a  City  landmark  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places;  241  Battery  was  determined  ineligible  for  listing. 

The  project  sponsor  ~  One,  Two,  Three  Embarcadero  Center  West  ~  proposes  a  mixed-use 
office,  hotel  and  retail  development  which  would  link  the  existing  Federal  Reserve  Bank 
building  with  two  new  structures  to  the  north  and  south  of  the  existing  bank  building  via 
proposed  pedestrian  bridges  and  walkways  (see  Figures  2  through  4,  pages  3  through  5). 
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Embarcadero  Center  West  would  also  link  with  the  podium  retail  level  of  the  existing 
Embarcadero  Center  One  building  by  a  proposed  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street. 
The  total  project,  including  office,  hotel,  retail,  mechanical,  service,  parking  space  and 
public  open  space,  would  comprise  approximately  1,418,000  gross  square  feet  (not 
including  435  Sacramento).  Of  the  gross  square  footage,  about  827,800  gross  square  feet 
(gsf)  of  office  space,  52,400  gsf  of  retail  space,  261,900  gsf  of  hotel  space,  37,500  gsf  of 
publicly  accessible  open  space,  165,000  gsf  of  below-grade  parking  and  loading  facilities, 
and  73,400  gsf  of  mechanical/service  space  would  be  provided.  A  total  of  205  parking 
spaces  and  eight  loading  spaces  are  proposed.  The  proposed  development  would  include 
221,800  gsf  in  the  existing  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  and  1,196,200  gsf  of  net  new 
construction. 

Parcel  1  would  contain  a  mixed-use  structure  of  approximately  589,300  gsf  including 
261,900  gsf  of  hotel  space,  187,700  gsf  of  office  space,  9,800  gsf  of  retail  space,  97,500 
gsf  of  below-grade  parking  and  loading  space  and  17,000  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open 
space.  City-  and  hotel-oriented  retail  space  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  would  be 
provided  on  the  first  three  levels.  A  hotel  with  approximately  400  rooms  would  occupy 
levels  4  through  21  of  the  structure;  levels  22  through  32  would  contain  office  space.  The 
building  would  rise  361  feet  (32  stories)  above  grade  and  would  have  five  below-grade 
levels  for  off-street  loading  and  120  parking  spaces.  At  the  street  level,  the  enclosed 
portion  of  the  structure  would  cover  approximately  6,600  square  feet  of  the  20,246- 
square-foot  site  of  Parcel  1  (including  the  portion  of  Commercial  Street  proposed  to  be 
closed  and  incorporated  into  the  project  as  a  pedestrian  ramp. 

The  former  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building,  Parcel  2,  would  be  refurbished  for  office  and 
retail  uses.  A  three-level  podium  structure  with  retail  and  publicly  accessible  open  space 
would  replace  a  motor/security  platform  on  Battery  Street  side  of  the  building;  there 
would  be  access  to  the  Federal  Reserve  building  from  Battery,  as  well  as  Sansome  Street. 
The  lobby  level  of  the  existing  building  and  possibly  one  or  more  addit:onal  levels  would  be 
converted  to  retail  use;  the  remaining  above-grade  floors  would  continue  to  be  used  as 
office  space.  The  building  would  maintain  its  existing  height  of  approximately  143  feet  (8 
stories)  above  grade.  The  bank  building  and  the  enclosed  portion  of  the  three-level 
podium  addition  would  cover  approximately  26,800  square  feet  of  the  32,886-square-foot 
site  of  Parcel  2.  The  bank  building  and  addition  would  contain  approximately  232,400 
gross  square  feet  including  33,300  gsf  of  basement/vault  space,  26,800  gsf  of  retail  space, 
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146,400  gsf  of  office  space,  a  17,200  gsf  attic  and  8,700  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open 
space  on  the  three-level  podium  structure. 

Parcel  3  would  contain  a  new  mixed-use  structure  of  approximately  594,000  gsf  including 
493,700  gsf  of  office  space,  15,800  gsf  of  retail  space,  67,500  gsf  of  parking  and  loading 
space  and  9,500  gsf  of  publicly  accessible  open  space.  Retail  and  publicly  accessible  open 
space  would  be  provided  on  the  first  three  levels;  office  space  would  occupy  the  remaining 
above-grade  levels.  The  building  would  rise  444  feet  (37  stories)  above  grade  and  would 
have  six  basement  levels  containing  off-street  loading  and  85  parking  spaces.  New 
construction  would  occur  on  the  site  of  the  241  Battery  building;  the  four-story  structure 
located  on  AB  238,  Lot  7  (435  Sacramento  Street)  and  containing  approximately  23,100  gsf 
of  existing  office  space  would  remain.  The  newly  constructed  structure  on  Lot  1  of 
Parcel  3  would  cover  a  portion  of  the  435  Sacramento  Street  building  (Lot  7)  beginning  at 
the  sixth  level.  The  enclosed  portion  of  the  newly  constructed  structure  and  the  435 
Sacramento  Street  building  would  cover  approximately  17,700  square  feet  of  the  22,750- 
square-foot  site  of  Parcel  3. 

Subject  to  City  approval,  the  easterly  portion  of  Commercial  Street  between  Sansome  and 
Battery  Streets  would  be  closed  to  vehicular  traffic  and  replaced  with  a  pedestrian  ramp 
that  would  provide  access  to  the  lobby  and  podium  levels  of  the  proposed  development. 
Pedestrians  would  be  able  to  circulate  among  the  project  structures  via  the  three  levels  of 
retail  and  open  space  located  along  Battery  Street  and  connected  by  the  ramp  at 
Commercial  Street  and  a  proposed  bridge  over  Sacramento  Street.  A  pedestrian  bridge 
would  be  constructed  over  Battery  Street  to  link  the  proposed  Embarcadero  Center  West 
with  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center  development  at  the  axis  of  the  former  Commercial 
Street.  Both  bridges  would  contain  2,300  gross  square  feet  of  publicly  accessible  open 
space. 

Subject  to  City  approval,  parking  and  loading  facilities  would  be  located  below  grade  for 
all  three  parcels  with  access  to  the  facilities  from  Commercial  Street.  The  proposed 
tunnel  under  Commercial  and  Sacramento  Streets  would  provide  vehicular  circulation. 
This  underground  tunnel  system  for  parking  and  loading  with  access  through  Parcel  1  is 
subject  to  special  City  approvals  and  financial  and  physical  feasibility.  In  the  event  the 
approvals  were  not  obtained,  access  to  off-street  loading  and  parking  would  be  provided  at 
grade  on  Parcels  1  and  3.    Not  including  the  150  spaces  located  in  the  existing  435 
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Sacramento  building,  the  proposed  project  would  provide  205  parking  spaces;  120  spaces  at 
Parcel  1  and  85  spaces  at  Parcel  3.  Eight  off-street  loading  spaces  would  be  provided: 
two  spaces  for  Parcel  1  and  the  one  space  for  Parcel  2  would  be  located  on  Parcel  I;  five 
spaces  for  Parcel  3  would  be  located  on  Parcel  3. 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  begin  rehabilitation  of  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building 
and  new  construction  on  Parcels  1  and  3  simultaneously  in  July  1984  and  to  complete 
construction  in  approximately  three  years.  The  estimated  construction  cost  of  the  project 
would  be  $150  million.  The  project  architect  is  John  Portman  and  Associates  with  offices 
in  San  Francisco;  Kaplan,  McLaughlin  and  Diaz  are  co-architects  for  the  rehabilitation  of 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building. 
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H.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS 

A.  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

The  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  its 
potential  effects  on  the  environment.  The  proposed  project  may  generate  environmental 
impacts  that  could  be  considered  significant  and  these  will  be  analyzed  in  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  project.  Potential  environmental  effects  from  the 
pro  ect  itself  or  cumulatively  with  other  similar  projects  in  the  vicinity  include  effects  on 
population,  employment  and  housing  demand;  transportation,  including  circulation,  transit 
and  park'ng;  construction  noise;  wind  and  shadow  effects;  land  use;  urban  design; 
architectural  resources;  impacts  associated  with  excavation  at  the  project  site;  cumula- 
tive impacts  on  air  quality;  and  energy. 

B.  INSIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS 

The  proposed  project  either  would  not  have  significant  env:ronmental  impacts  on  the 
areas  indicated  below  or  the  potential  impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  measures 
incorporated  into  the  project.  These  potential  environmental  issues  require  no  further 
study  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  EIR.  They  include: 

I.  Obtrusive  Light  or  Glare 

The  project  would  use  lighting  designed  to  avoid  glare  and  would  not  use  reflective  glass; 
therefore,  it  would  not  generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  affecting  other  properties. 

2.  Relocation 

Construction  of  the  project  would  require  demolition  of  241  Battery  Street,  vacated  by 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  when  it  moved  to  its  new  Market  Street  headquarters. 
Therefore,  the  project  would  not  displace  any  tenants  or  employees. 

3.  Operational  Noise 

After  completion,  project  operation  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  levels  in  the 
project  vicinity. 
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4.  Project-Related  Air  Quality  Impacts  and  Impacts  From  Odors/Burning  of  Materials 

Construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  violate  any  ambient  air 
quality  standard,  create  objectionable  odors  or  involve  the  burning  of  any  materials. 

5.  Biology 

The  project  site  is  covered  by  existing  buildings  and  a  parking  lot.  The  proposed  project 
would  have  no  effect  on  plant  or  animal  life  on  the  project  site  or  surrounding  area. 

6.  Geology/Topography 

The  project  would  be  constructed  under  supervision  of  California-licensed  structural  and 
geotechnical  eng:neers  and  would  comply  with  all  applicable  seismic  and  life  safety 
standards. 

7.  Water 

The  site  is  currently  covered  with  an  impervious  surface  and  contains  no  surface  water. 
Alterations  to  drainage  patterns  would  not  occur  due  to  construction  of  the  proposed 
project  and  therefore,  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

8.  Hazards 

Impacts  on  the  City's  emergency  response  plan  will  not  be  discussed  n  the  EIR  because  of 
mitigation  measures  that  would  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  to  insure 
coordination  with  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities.  The  proposed  pro  ect  would 
not  create  a  potential  fire  or  health  hazard  and  therefore  these  issues  will  not  be 
discussed  in  the  EIR. 

9.  Utilities/Public  Services 

All  utilities  and  public  service  could  serve  the  project  with  existing  capabilities. 
10.     Cultural  Resources 

No  significant  subsurface  resources  are  expected  to  be  encountered  during  construction. 
Mitigation  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project  by  the  sponsor  to  protect  any 
potential  resources. 
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m.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST 

A.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND 
PLANS. 

Could  the  project: 

Yes        No  Discussed 

1.     Require  a  variance,  special  authorization, 
or  change  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 

Zoning  Map?  X    X 

*2.    Conflict  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  of 

the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco?  X    X 

*3.    Conflict  with  any  other  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region?    X  X 

Special  authorization  and  approvals  required  by  the  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR, 
including: 

-  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  bonus  floor  area  and  for  parking  in  addition  to 
that  permitted  as  accessory  parking  under  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code 

-  authorization  for  closure  and  use  of  a  portion  of  Commercial  Street  as  a 
pedestrian  ramp 

-  authorization  for  use  of  publicly  owned  subsurface  space  for  a  vehicular  tunnel 
under  Commercial  and  Sacramento  Streets 

-  authorization  for  use  of  publicly  owned  air  space  for  pedestrian  bridges  over 
Battery  and  Sacramento  Streets 

In  addition,  the  project  would  require  Discretionary  Review;  this  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  Conditional  Use  process.  Although  it  does  not  appear  that  the  project  would 
conflict  with  the  City's  Comprehensive  Plan,  conformity  of  the  project  with  the  Plan  will 
be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  project's  relationship  to  the  Urban  Design  element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  The  project  would  not  conflict  with 
other  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals;  however,  issues  related  to  compatibility 
with  zoning  and  plans  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


1.     Land  Use.  Could  the  project: 
*a.    Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 
arrangement  of  an  established 
community? 


Yes        No  Discussed 


X  X 


^Derived  from  State  Environmental  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  impacts. 
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1.     Land  Use  (cont.) 

b.     Have  any  substantial  impact  upon 
the  existing  character  of  the 
vicinity? 


Yes 


X 


No 


Discussed 


Except  for  435  Sacramento,  the  project  site  is  vacant.  Embarcadero  Center  West  would 
be  an  interrelated  mixed-use  development  linked  by  a  system  of  bridges  and  walkways. 
Pedestrians  would  circulate  among  the  three  project  structures  via  a  common  podium 
level  that  would  bridge  Commercial  Street  and  a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Sacramento 
Street.  In  addition,  a  pedestrian  bridge  over  Battery  Street  would  link  the  proposed 
project  with  the  existing  Embarcadero  Center  development  at  the  retail  level  of 
Embarcadero  Center  One.  The  Embarcadero  Center,  located  directly  east  of  the  project 
site,  consists  of  four  office  buildings  and  a  hotel  which  are  connected  by  a  system  of 
pedestrian  bridges  and  walkways.  The  Embarcadero  Center  West  project  proposes  to 
continue  this  pedestrian  circulation  system,  however,  no  such  system  currently  exists  on 
the  project  site.  The  effect  of  the  proposed  pedestrian  bridges  on  the  existing  character 
of  the  neighborhood  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  The  existing  land  use  and  the  effect  the 
proposed  project  may  have  on  it  will  also  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

Yes        No  Discussed 

2.    Visual  Quality  .  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative,  aesthetic  effect?  X    X 

b.  Substantial  degrade  or  obstruct 
any  scenic  view  or  vista  now 

observed  from  public  areas?  X    X 

c.  Generate  obtrusive  light  or 
glare  substantially  impacting 

other  properties?    X  X 

The  view  down  Commercial  Street  west  of  the  project  site  from  higher  elevations  is 
terminated  by  the  27-foot  podium  of  the  existing  Embarcadero  One  structure.  Thus,  the 
proposed  ramp  and  podium  across  Commercial  Street  would  probably  not  adversely  affect 
the  existing  view.  Views  looking  west  on  Sacramento  and  north  and  south  on  Battery 
Street  are  of  the  streetscape.  Views  looking  east  on  Sacramento  terminate  at  the  lower 
level  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway;  the  tower  of  the  Ferry  Building  is  visible  above  the 
freeway.  These  issues  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR.  The  visual  impact  on  the  cityscape, 
and  the  urban  design  impact  of  the  project  will  also  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
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The  project  would  use  lighting  designed  to  avoid  glare  and  would  not  use  reflective  glass; 
therefore,  it  would  not  generate  light  or  glare  affecting  other  properties.  This  issue 
requires  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


Yes        No  Discussed 


3.     Population.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?  X  X 

*b.    Displace  a  large  number  of 
people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

c.     Create  a  substantial  demand 
for  additional  housing  in 
San  Francisco,  or  substantially 

reduce  the  housing  supply?  X    X 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  include  demolition  of  a  vacant  warehouse  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  the  old  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building.  Both  structures  were  vacated  by 
the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  when  it  moved  to  its  new  Market  Street  headquarters. 
Therefore,  displacement  would  not  occur.  This  issue  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will 
not  be  further  addressed  in  the  EIR. 


Housing  demand,  employment  and  growth  inducement  due  to  the  project  will  be  analyzed 
in  the  EIR.  The  project  would  not  involve  demolition  or  conversion  of  existing  housing  and 
therefore  would  not  reduce  the  housing  supply.  This  issue  will  not  be  further  addressed  in 
the  EIR. 


Yes        No  Discussed 


4.  Transportation/Circulation. 
Could  the  project: 

*a.     Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which 
is  substantial  in  relation  to  the 
existing  traffic  load  and  capacity 
of  the  street  system? 

b.     Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 
hazards? 


X 


X 


c.     Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 
existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity? 


X 


X 
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Yes        No  Discussed 

Transportation/Circulation,  (cont.) 

d.     Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 

demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?  X    X 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  project  would  substantially  interfere  with  existing  transpor- 
tation systems;  however,  project  and  cumulative  impacts  on  traffic  and  pedestrian 
circulation,  as  well  as  impacts  on  transit  use,  underground  parking  and  loading  with  access 
under  street  right-of-ways  and  the  effect  of  vacating  a  portion  of  Commercial  Street  will 
be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 


5.     Noise.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Increase  substantially  the  ambient 
noise  levels  for  adjoining  areas? 

b.  Violate  Title  25  Noise  Insulation 
Standards,  if  applicable? 

c.  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 
noise  levels? 


Yes        No  Discussed 


X  X 

X  _x 

X  X 


The  sound  levels  near  the  site  are  typical  of  those  found  in  downtown  San  Francisco  and 

are  dominated  by  vehicular  traffic.   Based  upon  24-hour  measurements  made  on  Battery 

Street  and  elsewhere  around  the  project  site,  the  day /night  average  noise  level  (L<jn)*  on 

2 

the  project  site  ranges  from  about  66  dBA  for  a  portion  of  the  site  facing  Commercial 
Street  to  a  maximum  of  73  dBA  for  the  buildings  fronting  on  Battery  and  Sansome  Streets. 
A  copy  of  the  noise  measurements  survey  is  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  Office  of  Environmental  Review  located  at  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco. 


The  California  Administrative  Code,  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards  apply  to  all  new 
residential  structures,  including  hotels.  The  acceptable  outdoor  noise  levels  for 
residential  units  (hotels  are  considered  residential)  was  established  as  a  community  noise 
equivalent  level  (CNEL),  equal  to  60  dBA.  The  exterior  noise  environment  of  the  site 
exceeds  60  dBA  at  street  level,  so  the  project  would  require  an  acoustical  analysis  to  show 
that  the  interior  hotel  CNEL  requirement  of  less  than  k5  dBA  with  the  windows  closed 
would  be  met. 


The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  contains 
noise  guidelines  for  determining  the  compatibility  of  land  uses  with  various  noise 
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environments.  For  hotel  and  office  uses,  the  guidelines  recommend  no  special  noise 
control  measures  in  an  exterior  noise  environment  of  up  to  a  noise  level  (L<jn)  of  60  dBA 
and  70  dBA,  respectively.  The  existing  noise  levels  do  not  exceed  the  recommended 
guideline  level  for  an  office  building.  The  project  sponsor  would  construct  the  project  to 
conform  with  Title  25  noise  insulation  standards  for  hotel  units;  therefore,  ambient  noise 
levels  would  have  no  significant  effect  on  the  project. 

After  project  completion,  project  operation  would  not  perceptibly  increase  noise  levels  in 
the  project  vicinity.  Operational  noise  would  be  regulated  by,  and  the  project  would 
comply  with,  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Part  II,  Chapter  VII,  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Code).  The  project  would  include  noise  insulation  measures  contained  in  the 
Noise  Guidelines  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan. 

Project  mechanical  equipment  noise  would  be  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  Section  2909,  "Fixed  Source  Noise  Level."  In  the  C-3-0  Use  District,  the 
ordinance  limits  equipment  noise  levels  to  70  dBA  between  7  a.m.  and  10  p.m.  and  60  dBA 
between  the  hours  of  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  at  the  receiver's  property  line.  During  lulls  in 
traffic,  mechanical  equipment  generating  70  dBA  could  dominate  the  site  noise  environ- 
ment. As  equipment  noise  levels  would  be  limited  to  60  dBA  to  meet  the  nightime  limit, 
they  would  not  be  perceptible  within  the  sound-level  context  of  the  project.  Discussion  of 
operational  noise  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Project  construction  would  occur  over  a  36-month  period  and  would  involve  demolition  of 
one  building,  a  motor  security  platform  and  a  parking  lot,  some  excavation  and  erection  of 
the  project.  These  activities  would  temporarily  cause  noise  levels  to  exceed  those 
existing  in  the  site  vicinity.  The  project  contractor  would  comply  with  all  requirements 
of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  including  limiting  noise  emissions  from  powered 
construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  ft.  The  project  contractor  would 
muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts,  shroud  or  shield  impact  tools,  annd  use  electric- 
powered  rather  than  diesel-powered  construction  equipment,  as  feasible.  Adherence  to 
this  limit  would  ensure  that  all  equipment  would  cause  noise  levels  at  the  nearest  building 
to  be  no  greater  than  present  maximum  noise  levels  due  to  traffic  and  other  mechanical 
equipment.  Impact  tools  typically  do  not  comply  with  provisions  of  Section  2907  of  the 
Noise  Ordinance.  If  it  is  necessary  to  use  these  tools  for  pile  driving,  a  limitation  on  the 
hours  of  use  may  be  required  under  the  ordinance.  Further  consideration  will  be  given  to 
this  issue  in  the  EIR,  including  construction  noise  effects  on  workers  and  residents  in  the 
site  vicinity. 
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Trucking  of  construction  material  to  and  from  the  site  would  not  cause  a  noticeable 
increase  in  average  noise  levels  along  haul  routes  because  of  existing  traffic  noise  levels 
of  about  75  dBA  on  the  street.  These  noise  effects  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


L(jn,  the  day /night  average  noise  level,  is  a  noise  measurement  based  on  human  reaction 
to  cumulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the  greater 
annoyance  of  nighttime  noise  (noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA 
higher  than  daytime  noise). 

i 

dBA,  a  decibel  (logarithmic  unit  of  sound  energy  intensity)  that  is  corrected  for  the 
variation  in  frequency  response  to  the  typical  human  ear  at  commonly  encountered  noise 
levels. 


6.     Air  Quality/Climate 
Could  the  project: 

*a.  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 
or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 
or  projected  air  quality  violation? 

*b.  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 
pollutant  concentrations? 

c.  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 
odors? 

d.  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as 
to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the  community 
or  region? 


San  Francisco's  persistent  summer  winds  and  its  upwind  position  with  respect  to  major 
pollutant  sources  continue  to  give  it  possibly  the  cleanest  air  in  the  Bay  Area.  Despite 
these  advantages,  there  are  periods,  usually  in  fall  and  winter,  when  the  air  becomes 
stagnant.  At  these  times  the  entire  Bay  Area  has  poor  air  quality.  In  1981  and  1982  the 
maximum  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  recorded  at  the  permanent  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  monitoring  station  at  900  23rd  Street  (about  two  miles  south 
of  the  site)  exceeded  the  federal  CO  standard  of  9  parts  per  million  (ppm);  other  measured 
pollutants  were  all  below  the  standards.  '       The  state  Air  Quality  standards  for  total 


Yes        No  Discussed 


X 
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suspended  particulates  (TSP)  was  exceeded  in  San  Francisco  for  one  day  (one  violation)  in 
1981  and  three  days  (three  violations)  in  1982.  Since  elevated  concentrations  of  TSP  tend 
to  be  a  local  phenomenon,  the  concentrations  measured  at  the  monitoring  station  at  900 
23rd  Street  would  not  necessarily  be  representative  of  TSP  concetrations  in  the  project 
vicinity. 

In  addition,  a  special  monitoring  program  called  a  "Hotspot"  program  was  conducted  at 

100  Harrison  Street  during  the  winter  of  1980-81  approximately  several  blocks  southeast 

of  the  proposed  project.   The  highest  observed  eight-hour  average  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 

concentration  was  7.8  ppm',  which  is  1.2  ppm  less  than  the  applicable  air  quality  standard 
3 

of  9  ppm. 

Two  types  of  air  quality  impacts  could  be  expected  from  this  project:  short-term  impacts 
from  construction  activity,  and  long-term  impacts  related  to  use  and  operation  of  the 
structure.  Climatic  condition  in  downtown  San  Francisco  allow  rapid  dispersal  of  air 
pollutants,  so  local  stationary  sources  of  emissions  rarely  create  a  measurable  impact  at 
monitoring  stations.  Rather,  their  impact  is  to  add  to  regional  accumulations  of 
pollutants.  Thus,  the  project  would  probably  not  result  in  direct  violation  of  any  ambient 
air  quality  standard,  although  it  would  contribute  cumulatively  to  such  excesses.  The 
cumulative  effects  of  this  and  other  proposed  projects  in  the  project  area  will  be 
discussed  in  the  project  EIR. 

Construction  activities  would  generate  pollutants  in  the  project  vicinity.  Trucks  and 
equipment  would  release  exhaust  that  would  affect  neighboring  buildings  during  con- 
struction hours.  Site  preparation  and  construction  activities  would  generate  suspended 
particulate  matter.  Although  emission  factors  upon  which  to  base  estimates  of  the 
resulting  atmospheric  concentrations  of  particulates  are  not  available,  violations  of  the 
state  24-hour  TSP  standard  may  result  during  site  preparation  and  foundation  construction 
but  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  violations  to  sensitive  receptors.  Ambient  concen- 
trations of  these  pollutants  would  be  increased  for  the  duration  of  the  construction  period, 
however,  no  increases  in  measured  concentrations  at  the  23rd  Street  monitoring  station 
are  expected  to  occur. 

The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  the  mitigation  measure  listed  on  pages  28;  therefore, 
construction  air  quality  impacts  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  project  EIR. 
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On  the  local  scale,  CO  is  the  predominant  pollutant  emitted  by  motor  vehicles.  The 
project  would  act  as  a  source  of  atmospheric  emissions  because  of  the  vehicular  traffic  it 
would  generate  and  this  issue  will  require  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 

Air  quality  impacts  due  to  project-generated  traffic  and  cumulative  development, 
cumulative  and  project-related  shadow  and  localized  wind  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR. 


*Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Air  Currents,  Vol.  25,  No.  3,  San  Francisco, 
California,  March  1982. 

2 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Air  Currents,  Vol.  2k,  No.  3,  San  Francisco, 
California,  March  1981. 

3 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  AQMP  Tech  Memo  40,  "Results  of  the  1980/1981 
Hotspot  Monitoring  Program  for  Carbon  Monoxide",  Berkeley,  California,  January  1982. 

Yes        No  Discussed 

7.     Utilities/Public  Services. 
Could  the  project: 

*a.    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 
standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?  "    _X_  X 

*b.    Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X  X 

c.  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X  X 

d.  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection  measures  than  the 
existing  buildings  on-site  because  of  the  more  stringent  fire  and  building  code  standards 
now  in  effect.  The  high  pressure  water  mains  and  hydrants  in  the  area  are  adequate  to 
serve  the  area.  No  increase  of  personnel  or  equipment  would  be  required  due  to  this 
project  or  increased  growth  in  the  area.* 
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The  proposed  project  is  within  the  Central  Police  District.  The  area  is  patrolled  24-hours 

a  day  by  radio-dispatched  patrol  cars.  The  project  would  increase  population  and  property 

on  the  site,  which  would  increase  the  potential  for  crime.    The  construction  of  a  new 

2 

project  would  not  cause  the  need  for  additional  police  resources. 

A  reduction  in  enrollment  has  been  experienced  in  San  Francisco  public  schools.  The 
school  district  could  accommodate  any  increase  in  school-aged  children  generated  by  the 
project."^ 

Embarcadero  Center  West  would  include  approximately  37,500  gsf  of  publicly  accessible 
open  space  and  would  be  connected  to  the  Embarcadero  Center,  and  in  close  proximity  to 
Justin  Hermon  Park.  The  project  would  not  generate  excessive  demand  on  urban  parks  or 
other  recreational  facilities  in  the  City.  The  project  is  not  expected  to  have  any  direct 
effect  on  the  maintenance  of  public  facilities. 

There  would  be  a  net  increase  in  the  consumption  of  energy  generated  by  the  proposed 
project.  The  project  would  conform  to  state  standards  (Title  24  of  California  Adminis- 
trative Code). 

The  project  would  result  in  increased  use  of  communication  systems.  Pacific  Telephone 
does  not  anticipate  any  difficulty  in  providing  service  to  the  site. 

The  development  would  result  in  an  net  increase  of  water  consumption  at  the  site.  There 
are  eight-inch  mains  on  Clay,  Sansome  and  Battery  Streets  and  a  six-inch  main  in 
Sacramento  Street.  The  water  department  does  not  anticipate  difficulty  in  serving  the 
project. 

The  amount  of  wastewater  generated  by  the  project  would  be  about  the  same  as  the  water 
consumed.  There  are  mains  in  Sansome,  Battery,  Commercial,  Clay  and  Sacramento 
which  have  adequate  capacity  to  handle  the  sanitary  flows  generated  by  the  project.^ 
Sewage  flows  from  the  project  would  be  treated  at  the  Northpoint  Treatment  Center. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  7  tons  of  solid  waste  per  work  day.  The 
Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  would  remove  solid  waste  and  does  not  anticipate 
problems  in  meeting  the  demands  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  The  disposal 
company  encourages  the  use  of  trash  compactors  to  reduce  the  indirect  traffic  impact  of 
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transporting  San  Francisco's  solid  waste  to  Mountain  View  (beginning  November  1,  1983, 
waste  will  be  brought  to  a  site  in  Altamont,  Alameda  County). 

All  utilities  and  public  services  could  serve  the  project  with  existing  capabilities  and  this 
topic  does  not  require  further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


^Edward  J.  Phipps,  Assistant  Chief,  Support  Services,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department, 
letter  communication,  June  14,  1983. 

2 

Hal  Waterman,  Planning  and  Research,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone 
communication,  June  30,  1983. 

3 

San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  Proposal  for  Leasing  and  Selling  Vacant  Property, 
April  29,  1980,  pages  28  and  29. 

P.H.  Hampton,  Building  Industry  Consultant,  Pacific  Telephone,  telephone  communi- 
cation, July  19,  1983. 

^Cy  Wentworth,  Water  Estimator,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution 
Division,  telephone  communication,  July  19,  1983. 

^Nat  Lee,  Engineering  Associate  II,  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering,  telephone  communi- 
cation, July  19,  1983. 

^Fiore  Garbarino,  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone  communication, 
July  19,  1983. 


8.    Biology.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 
species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 
of  the  species? 


Yes        No  Discussed 


*b.    Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere  substantially 
with  the  movement  of  any  resident  or  migratory 

fish  or  wildlife  species?    X  X 

c.     Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?    X  X 

The  project  site  is  totally  covered  over.  With  the  exception  of  potted  trees  in  place  along 
the  sidewalks  bordering  Parcels  2  and  3,  no  significant  plants  or  animals  exist  on  the 
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project  site.  This  matter  does  not  require  further  discussion  in  the  EIR.  Landscaping  and 
related  development  proposed  with  the  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


9.     Geology /Topography 
Could  the  project: 


*a.    Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 
erosion  and  liquefaction)? 


X 


X 


b. 


Change  substantially  the  topography 
or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical 
features  of  the  site? 


X 


X 


The  proposed  project  site  is  essentially  level,  at  approximately  Elevation  +2  feet,  San 

1  2 
Francisco  Datum  (SFD).     According  to  a  Geotechnical  Study    of  Embarcadero  Center, 

adjacent  to  the  project  site,  the  underlying  sediments  consists  of  22  feet  of  artifical  fill 

and  native  sand  overlying  20  feet  of  soft  clay  (Younger  Bay  Mud).   These  materials  are 

underlain  by  26  feet  of  dense  sand,  22  feet  of  stiff  clay  (Older  Bay  Mud),  and  a  thick  layer 

of  dense  to  very  dense  sand  which  extends  to  bedrock  at  approximately  155  to  167  feet 

below  the  site.  Groundwater  occurs  about  10  feet  below  the  existing  ground  surface. 

Excavation  would  occur  to  a  maximum  of  70  feet.  The  foundation  for  the  two  high-rise 
buildings  would  either  be  a  rigid  mat  or  driven  piles.  Determination  of  the  foundation 
type  would  be  made  by  the  project  sponsors  after  additional  geotechnical  investigation. 

The  site  area  would  experience  very  strong  to  violent  groundshaking  during  a  major 

3 

earthquake  along  any  of  the  five  active  fault  zones  which  surround  the  City.     The  site  is 

3 

in  an  area  of  potential  liquefaction  hazard.  Since  all  existing  fill  would  be  removed  from 
the  site  during  excavation  for  the  basement  levels  and  foundation,  the  potential  for 
liquefaction  would  be  reduced,  so  that  this  hazard  would  not  be  expected  to  occur. 

The  project  would  be  constructed  under  supervision  of  California-licensed  structural  and 
geotechnical  engineers  and  would  comply  with  all  applicable  seismic  and  life  safety- 
standards. 

Topography,  soils,  geology  and  seism icity  require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR;  however, 
potential  impacts  due  to  excavation  at  the  project  site  will  be  discussed. 
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San  Francisco  Datum  is  approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 

E.A.  Miller,  C.E.  72089,  R.T.  Lawson,  C.E.  9775,  Harding-Miller-Lawson  &  Associates, 
Phase  1,  Foundation  Investigation  -Block  230,  Embarcadero  Center  Project,  San 
Francisco,  October  1967,  page  5. 

URS/John  A.  Blume  and  Associates,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  San 
Francisco,  June  197^,  Figures  3  and  5. 


Yes        No  Discussed 

10.    Water.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Substantially  degrade  water  quality, 

or  contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X  X 

*b.    Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground 
water  resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?    X  X 

*c.     Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?    _X_  _X_ 

There  is  no  surface  water  at  the  site.  The  site  is  currently  covered  with  an  impervious 
surface.  The  proposed  project  would  not  alter  this  situation.  Runoff  would  continue  to 
drain  into  the  combined  City  storm/sewer  system.  Section  2903.1  of  the  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  requires  that  the  construction  site  be  maintained  so  that  it  does  not  create 
or  constitute  a  hazard.  Adjacent  streets  would  be  mechanically  swept  by  the  demolition 
and  excavation  contractors  so  that  silt  would  not  be  washed  into  the  storm  drains  and  dust 
would  be  removed. 

Excavation  would  require  dewatering.  A  California-licensed  engineer  would  monitor  this 
phase  of  construction.  The  project  sponsor  would  follow  recommendations  of  the  geo- 
technical  study  prepared  by  a  California-licensed  engineer.  These  matters  require  no 
further  discussion  in  the  EIR. 


11.  Energy /Natural  Resources. 
Could  the  project: 

*a.    Encourage  activities  which  result  in 

the  use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water, 

or  energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner? 


Yes 


No 


Discussed 


A-23 


Yes        No  Discussed 

11.  Energy/Natural  Resources,  (cont.) 

b.     Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 

resource?    X  X 

There  are  no  known  natural  resources  (e.g.  oil,  minerals,  potable  groundwater)  on  the 
site.  This  issue  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  further  addressed  in  the  EIR. 
Project-generated  and  cumulative  energy  consumption  impacts  will  be  discussed  in  the 
EIR. 


12.  Hazards.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Create  a  potential  public  health 

hazard  or  involve  the  use,  production 
or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant 
populations  in  the  area  affected? 

*b.    Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 
or  emergency  evacuation  plans? 

c.     Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 
hazard? 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  as  part  of  the  proposed 
project  (see  D.  Mitigation  Measures,  page  25).  The  project's  emergency  plan  would  be 
coordinated  with  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities.  This  issue  will  not  be  discussed 
in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  increase  building  area  and  the  number  of  persons  using  the  site.  This 
would  not  substantially  increase  the  fire  hazard  at  the  site  as  the  project  would 
incorporate  extensive  fire  protection  measures  and  would  conform  to  the  Life  Safety 
provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  and  Title  24  of  the  state  Building  Code. 
Therefore,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  the  project  would  create  a  substantial  fire  hazard  and 
this  issue  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


Yes       No  Discussed 

  _X_   

  _X_  _X_ 

X  X 
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Yes       No  Discussed 

13.    Cultural.  Could  the  project: 

*a.    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 

or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property 
of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a 
community  or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a 
paleontological  site  except  ar  a  part  of  a 

scientific  study?    X  X 

*b.    Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses 

of  the  area?    X   

c.     Conflict  with  preservation  of  any  buildings 

of  City  landmark  quality?    X  X 

Historically,  the  project  site  was  once  within  San  Francisco  Bay.   Wharves  are  known  to 

have  existed  along  the  east-west  streets  in  the  area.  The  remains  of  the  storeship  Apollo 

were  uncovered  and  removed  at  Sacramento  and  Battery  Streets  durng  excavation  in 

1925.*      The   California  Archaelogical   Inventory   does   not  expect  encountering  of 

2 

archaelogical  materials  to  occur  during  excavation.  The  project  sponsor  has  included  a 
mitigation  measure  addressing  this  potential  impact  (see  D.  Mitigation  Measures, 
page  25). 


The  project  site  contains  two  structures  of  potential  architectural  or  historical  signifi- 
cance. Both  the  Federal  Reserve  Bank  building  and  the  241  Battery  Street  building  are 
included  in  the  list  of  architecturally  and/or  historically  significant  buildings  adopted  by 
City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  8600.  Neither  building  was  rated  in  the 
architectural  survey  done  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  The  Federal  Re  erve  Bank 
building  is  rated  "B"^  by  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
(Heritage),  has  been  designated  as  a  San  Francisco  City  landmark  and  has  been  declared 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  project  would  include 
preservation  and  adaptive  reuse  of  this  building. 

The  241  Battery  Street  building  has  been  rated  "B"  by  Heritage  but  has  been  determined 
ineligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  This  building  would  be 
demolished  in  conjuction  with  the  proposed  project. 

The  project's  impacts  on  architectural  resources  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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Olmsted.  Roger  R,  Nancy  Olmsled  and  Allen  Pastron,  San  Francisco  Waterfront  Report 
on  Historical  Cultural  Resources  for  the  North  Shore  and  Channel  Outfalls  Consolidation 
Projet.  prepared  for  San  Francisco  Wastewater  Management  Program,  December  1977. 

Maureen  Steiner,  California  Archaelogical  Inventory,  Sonoma  State  University,  telephone 
conversation  July  20,  1983. 

A  "B"  rating  as  defined  by  Heritage  in  Splendid  Survivors  (published  by  California  Living 
Books,  1979)  indicates  buildings  of  major  importance  which  are  "individually  important 
by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical  and  environmental  criteria.  These  buildings  tend  to 
stand  out  for  their  overall  quality  rather  than  for  any  particular  outstanding  character- 
istic." 


Yes        No  Discussed 

C.  OTHER 

Require  approval  of  permits  from 
City  Departments  other  than  DCP  or 
BBI,  or  from  Reigonal,  State  or 

Federal  Agencies?  _X_    X 


See  Section  III. A.,  Compatibility  with  Existing  Zoning  and  Plans,  page  11  for  a  discussion 
of  required  approvals  for  the  project. 

Yes      No      N/A  Discussed 

D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES 

1.  If  any  significant  effects  have 
been  identified,  are  there  ways 

to  mitigate  them?  _X_      X 

2.  Are  all  mitigation  measures  identified 

above  included  in  the  project?  X    X 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  INCLUDED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further 
analysis  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  will  conta:n  a  mitigation  chapter  describing  the  e  measures 
and  other  measures  which  would  be,  or  might  be,  adopted  to  reduce  the  potential  adverse 
effects  of  the  project  as  identified  in  the  EIR. 

1.  An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and 
the  project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency. 
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The  project  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and 
implemented  by  building  management  insofar  as  feasible  before  issuance  by  the 
Department  of  Public  Work'  of  final  building  permits. 

2.  Should  evidence  of  cultural  or  historic  artifacts  of  significance  be  found  during 
project  excavation,  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  and  the  President  of  the 
Landmark*-  Preservation  Advisory  Board  would  be  notified.  The  project  sponsor  would 
select  an  archaeologist  or  other  expert  to  help  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
determine  the  significance  o*  the  find  and  whether  feasible  measures,  including 
appropriate  security  measures,  could  be  implemented  to  preserve  or  recover  such 
artifacts.  The  Environmental  Review  Officer  would  then  recommend  specific 
mitigation  measures,  if  necessary,  and  recommendations  would  be  sent  to  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation.  Excavation  or  construction  which  might  damage  the 
discovered  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  maximum  of  four  weeks  to 
permit  inspection,  recommendation  and  retrieval,  if  appropriate. 

3.  The  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  requires  that  measures  be  taken  to  minimize 
dust  generation,  specifically,  watering  of  demolition  materials  and  soils.  The  project 
spon  or  would  require  the  contractor  to  implement  a  tw  ce-daily  watering  program, 
which  would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust  and  particulates 
exceeding  state  and  federal  standards.  An  effective  watering  program  (complete 
coverage  twice-daily)  can  reduce  emissions  by  about  50%.  Adjacent  streets  would  be 
mechanically  swept  by  the  demolition  and  excavation  contractors  so  that  silt  would 
not  be  washed  into  the  storm  drains  and  dust  would  be  removed. 

Yes        No  Discussed 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

1.     Were  alternatives  considered?  X    X 

Several  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR,  including: 

-  No  Project  Alternative 

-  Alternative  Design  Requiring  No  Special  Authorizations 

-  Alternative  Consistent  With  Controls  Proposed  In  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (July  1982) 

-  Alternative  Consistent  With  Controls  Proposed  In  the  Downtown  Plan 
(August  1983) 

-  Alternative  Design  With  No  On-Site  Parking  Except  As  Required  by  the 
Planning  Code 
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F.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes       No  Disc. 

1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the 
quality  of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce 
the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause 

a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop  below 
self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples 
of  the  major  periods  of  California  history  or 

prehistory?  X 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve 
short-term,  to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term, 

environmental  goals?  X_ 

3.  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental 
effects  which  are  individually  limited,  but 
cumulatively  considerable?  (Analyze  in  the 
light  of  past  projects,  other  current  projects, 

and  probable  future  projects.)  _X_  _X_ 

k.    Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly  or 

indirectly?  "  _X_ 

5.    Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 

effect  of  the  project?  X 


The  project  could  contribute  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  downtown  development,  and 
these  matters  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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On  the  basis  of  this  initial  evaluation: 


I  find  the  proposed  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment,  and  a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case 

because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been 

included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

X  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Alec  S.  Bash 
Environmental 
Review  Officer 


for 

Dean  Macris 
Director 

Date:  8/31/83 
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APPENDIX  B 
TRANSPO  RTATION 


TABLE  B-l 
PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMES 


Flow 
Regime 


Walking  Speed 
Choice 


Conflicts 


Average  Speed 
Rate  (P/F/M) 


Open 

Unimpeded 

Impeded 

Constrained 

Crowded 

Congested 

Jammed 


Free  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Restriction 
Restricted 
All  Reduced 
Shuffle  Only 


None 
Minor 

High  Indirect  Interaction 
Multiple 

High  Probability 

Frequent 

Unavoidable 


0.5 
2.0 
6.0 
10.0 
14.0 


0.5 

-  2.0 

-  6.0 

-  10.0 

-  14.0 

-  16.0 
16.0+ 


P/F/M  -  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 

Source:  Boris  Pushkarev  and  Jeffrey   M.   Zupan,   Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians, 

Massachusetts,  MIT  Press,  1975. 


A-30 


INTERSECTION  ANALYSIS 


The  capacity  analysis  of  each  intersection  at  which  a  turning  movement  count  was  made 
utilized  the  "critical  lane"  method.  This  method  of  capacity  calculation  is  a  summation  of 
maximum  conflicting  approach  lane  volumes  that  gives  the  capacity  of  an  intersection  in 
vehicles  per  hour  per  lane.  (This  method  is  explained  in  detail  in  an  article  entitled 
"Intersection  Capacity  Measurement  Through  Critical  Movement  Summations:  A  Planning 
Tool,"  by  Henry  B.  Mclnerney  and  Stephen  G.  Peterson,  January  1971,  Traffic  Engineering. 
This  method  is  also  explained  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity,"  Transportation 
Research  Circular  No.  212,  Transportation  Research  Board,  January  1980).  The  maximum 
service  volume  for  Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection  capacity.  A  service 
volume  is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  an  intersection  during  a 
specified  time  period  in  which  operating  conditions  are  maintained  corresponding  to  the 
selected  and  specified  Level  of  Service 
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TABLE  B-2 


LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS 
FOR  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 

Level  of  Service  A 

Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  appears 
quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made  easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No 
vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

Level  of  Service  B 

Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  is 
occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  be  encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to 
feel  somewhat  restricted  within  groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally 
be  described  as  very  good. 

Level  of  Service  C 

Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  is  often 
fully  utilized  and  backups  may  occur  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel  somewhat 
restricted,  but  not  objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  must  have  to  wait  more  than 
one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as 
good. 

Level  of  Service  D 

Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  causing  substantial 
delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within 
the  peak  period.  However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such  that 
queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive  backups.  The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  fair. 

Level  of  Service  E 

Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  vehicles  that  any  particular 
intersection  can  accommodate.  At  capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting 
upstream  of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal  cycles.  The 
traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

Level  of  Service  F 

Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Backups  from  locations  downstream  or 
on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach 
under  consideration.  Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary 
from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be 
less  than  capacity. 


Source:  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic 
Engineering  Division. 
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APPENDIX  B 


TABLE  B-3 

PASSENGER  LEVELS  OP  SERVICE  ON  BUS  TRANSIT 

Volume/Capacity 

Level  of  Service  A  (v/e)  Ratio* 

0.00-0.50 

Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  of  excellent  passenger 
comfort.  Passenger  loadings  are  low  with  less  than  half  the  seats 
filled.  There  is  little  or  no  restriction  on  passenger  maneuverabil- 
ity. Passenger  loading  times  do  not  affect  scheduled  operation. 

Level  of  Service  B 

Level  of  Service  S  is  in  the  range  of  passenger  comfort  with  0.5 1-0.75 

moderate  passenger  loadings.  Passengers  still  have  reasonable 
freedom  of  movement  on  the  transit  vehicle.  Passenger  loading 
times  do  not  affect  scheduled  operations. 

Level  of  Service  C 

Level  of  Service  C  is  still  in  the  zone  of  passenger  comfort,  but  0.73-1.00 
loadings  approach  seated  capacity  and  passenger  maneuverability 
on  the  transit  vehicle  is  beginning  to  be  restricted.  Relatively 
satisfactory  operating  schedules  are  still  obtained  as  passenger 
loading  times  are  not  excessive. 

Level  of  Service  O 

Level  of  Service  0  approaches  uncomfortable  passenger  conditions  1.01-1.23 

with  tolerable  numbers  of  standees.    Passengers  have  restricted 

freedom  to  move  about  on  the  transit  vehicle.   Conditions  can  be 

tolerated  for  short  periods  of  time.    Passenger  loadings  begin  to 

affect  schedule  adherence  as  the  restricted  freedom  of  movemen; 

for  passengers  requires  longer  loading  times. 

Level  of  Service  E 

Level  of  Service  E  passenger  loadings  approach  manufacturers'  1.28-1.50 

recommended  maximums  and  passenger  comfort  is  at  low  levels. 

Freedom  to  move  about  is  substantially  diminished.  Passenger 

loading  times  increase  as  mobility  of  passengers  on  the  transit 

vehicle  decreases.  Scheduled  operation  is  difficult  to  maintain  at 

this  leveL    Bunching  of  buses  tends  to  occur  which  can  rapidly 

cause  operations  to  deteriorate. 

Level  of  Service  P 

Level  of  Service  F  describes  crush  loadings.    Passenger  comfort  1.51-1.80 
and  maneuverability  is  extremely  poor.    Crush  loadings  lead  to 
deterioration  of  scheduled  operations  through  substantially  in- 
creased loading  times. 


Source:  Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Cacacity,  Transportation  Researcn  Circular  212, 
pages  73-113,  Transportation  Research  Board,  1980. 
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APPENDIX  3 


TABLE  B-4 


TRAFFIC  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  FOR  FREEWAYS 

Volume/Capacity 

Level  of  Service  A  (v/c)  Ratio* 


Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  of  free  flow,  with  low  0.00-0.60 

volumes  and  trgh  speeds.     Traffic  density  is  low,  with  speeds 

controlled  by  driver  desires,  speed  limits,  and  physical  roadway 

conditions.  There  is  little  or  no  restriction  in  maneuverability  due 

to  the  presence  of  other  vehicles,  and  drivers  can  maintain  their 

desired  speeds  with  little  or  no  delay. 


Level  of  Service  B 

0.61-0.70 

Level  of  Service  B  is  in  the  higher  speed  range  of  stable  flow,  with 
operating  speeds  beginning  to  be  restricted  somewhat  by  traffic 
conditions.  Drivers  still  have  reasonable  freedom  to  select  their 
speed  and  lane  of  operation.  Reductions  in  speed  are  not  unreason- 
able, with  a  low  probability  of  traffic  flow  being  restricted. 


Level  of  Service  C 


Level  of  Service  C  Is  still  in  the  zone  of  stable  flow,  but  speeds  and  0.71-0.30 
maneuverability  are  more  closely  controlled  by  the  higher  volumes. 
Most  of  the  drivers  are  restricted  in  their  freedom  to  select  their 
own  speed,  change  lanes  or  pass.   A  relatively  satisfactory  operat- 
ing speed  is  still  ootained. 


Level  of  Service  D 


Level  of  Service   D   approaches  unstable   flow,   with  tolerable  0.31-0.30 

operating  speeds  being  maintained  though  considerably  affected  by 

changes  in  operating  conditions.     Fluctuations  in  volume  and 

temporary  restrictions  to  flow  tray  cause  substantial  crops  in 

operating  speeds.    Drivers  have  little  freedom  to  maneuver,  and 

comfort  and  convenience  are  low,  but  conditions  can  be  tolerated 

for  short  periods  of  time. 


Level  of  Service  2 


Level  of  Service  E  cannot  be  described  by  speed  alone,   but  0.91-1.00 
represents  operations  at  even  lower  operating  speeds  (typically 
about  30  to  35  mph)  than  in  Level  D.  with  volumes  at  or  near  the 
capacity  of  the  highway.     Flow  is  unstaole,  and  there  may  be 
stoppages  of  momentary  duration. 


Level  of  Service  F 


Levei  of  Service  F  describes  forced  flow  operation  at  low  speeds  l.OO-i 
(les3  than  30  mph),  in  which  the  freeway  acts  as  storage  for  queues 
of  vehicles  bacxing  up  from  a  restriction  downstream.  Speeds  are 
reduced  substantially  and  stoppages  may  occur  for  short  or  long 
periods  of  time  because  of  downstream  congestion.  In  the  ex- 
treme, both  speed  and  volume  can  drop  to  zero. 


"Capacity  is  defined  as  ievei  of  Ser/ice  E. 

Source:  Highway  Capacity  Manual.  Special  Report  37,  Highway  Research  Board,  1365. 
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EXISTING  PEDESTRIAN  CONDITIONS 


B-4 


^  PEAK  MID-DAY  FLOW  RATE  ,  fc 
PEAK  P.M.  FLOW  RATE 


Flow  rates  are  pedestrians  per  minute 
per  foot  of  walkway  width 


Flow  rates  of  up  to  0.5  reflect 
"open"  pedestrian  conditions. 
A  rate  of  0.5—2  represents 
"umimpeded"  conditions.  Complete 
pedestian  flow  definitions  are 
included  in  the  appendices. 

SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


NOT  TO  SCALE 
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APPENDIX  C 
WIND  STUDY  METHODOLOGY 


This  summary  of  wind  study  methodology  is  based  upon  the  study  entitled  "Microclimate 
Impact  Study  for  the  Embarcadero  Center  West  Project",  prepared  by  Environmental 
Impact  Planning  Corporation.  This  report  is  available  for  review  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San 
Francisco. 

Tests  were  performed  on  a  1  inch  =  30  ft.  scale  model  of  the  project  site  and  surrounding 
several  blocks.  All  proposed,  approved  and  under-construction  buildings  within  the  area 
modeled  were  included. 

Tests  were  conducted  in  Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation's  boundary-Layer 
wind  tunnel  in  San  Francisco.  The  tunnel  has  a  cross  section  7-ft.  wide  by  5-ft.  high,  and 
has  a  total  length  of  60  ft.  Speeds  within  the  tunnel  can  be  varied  from  approximately  3  to 
12  mph. 

Visualization  of  the  flow  was  performed  by  releasing  flood-lit  smoke  near  the  model. 
Wind  speeds  were  measured  at  48  locations  near  the  project  site  for  existing  conditions  and 
with  the  project  in  place.  Measurements  were  made  with  a  hot-film  probe  and  a  constant- 
temperature  anemometer,  an  instrument  that  electronically  relates  heat  loss  from  the 
probe  to  wind  speed.  Mean  windspeeds  measured  over  the  model  were  related  statistically 
to  real-world  winds  by  comparing  measured  winds  to  the  free-stream  wind  above  the 
model.  Predicted  mean  speeds  for  northwest,  west,  and  southwest  winds  during  a  typical 
summer  afternoon  were  obtained  for  each  point.  These  predicted  mean  windspeeds  were 
compared  to  comfort  and  hazard  criteria  for  wind.  Figure  C-l  shows  areas  exceeding  the 
comfort  criterion  due  to  project  construction. 
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The  exceedances  of  the  comfort  criterion  predicted  for  west  winds  along  Halleck  Street 
would  apparently  be  caused  by  the  interaction  between  the  proposed  Parcel  3  building  and 
existing  buildings.  The  narrowness  of  the  streets  also  contributes  to  the  "funneling"  of 
west  winds  between  the  buildings.  Design  changes  to  the  building  on  Parcel  3  to  improve 
wind  conditions  at  these  locations  would  involve  reducing  the  extent  and  "bluffness"  of  the 
building's  westerly  facade.  A  narrow  west  facade,  or  a  complex  west  facade  with 
additional  setbacks  and  cutouts  at  lower  levels,  would  intercept  less  wind  and  have  less  of 
a  tendency  to  accelerate  ground-level  winds.  Reductions  in  height  alone  are  not  likely  to 
change  wind  accelerations  greatly. 

Different  tower  shapes  would  reduce  ground-level  winds,  particularly  if  the  area  and 
extent  of  the  west  facade  are  reduced  by  aligning  the  tower's  long  axis  east-west,  as  for 
the  proposed  building  on  Parcel  1. 

The  above  measures  have  not  been  evaluated  for  effectiveness.  Quantitatve  evaluation  of 
proposed  mitigation  measures  would  require  additional  wind  tunnel  testing. 
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SUMMARY  OF  WIND  IMPACTS 


c-i 


PROjECT  SITE  ^mm 

CHANCE  IN  WINDSPEED  RATIO  NOT  MEASURABLE  O 

CHANCE  OF  LESS  THAN  ±10%  0 

REDUCTION  OF  GREATER  THAN  10%  0 

INCREASE  OF  10-24%  £) 

INCREASE  OF  25-49%  © 

INCREASE  OF  50-99%  £ 

INCREASE  OF  OVER  100%  # 


COMFORT  CRITERION:  11MPH. 
HAZARD  CRITERION:  35MPH. 
AREA  EXCEEDING  COMFORT  CRITERION 


□ 


FEET 

0        50  100  200 

SOURCE  DON  BALLANTI 


WINDSPEEDS  ARE  MEASURED  WIND  TUNNEL 
DATA  BASED  ON  A  REFERENCE  SPEED. 
WIND  AT  BAY  AREA  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DIS- 
TRICT'S OFFICES  AT  939  ELLIS  STREET  IS  USED  AS  THE 
REFERENCE.  A  PLOTTED  VALUE  OF  5.0  INDICATES 
AVERAGE  WIND  SPEED  AT  THAT  POINT  IS  5.0  MPH. 


WIND  DIRECTION  INDICATOR 
WINDSPEED, 

1 


'L 


WITH/PROIECT  3.9/3.0 
W/OUT  PROJECT   * 
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EUBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


WIND  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  NORTHWEST  WINDS  C-2 


PROJECT  SITE 


CHANCE  IN  WINDSPEED  RATIO  NOT  MEASURABLE 

o 

CHANCE  OF  LESS  THAN  +10% 

REDUCTION  OF  GREATER  THAN  10% 

e 

INCREASE  OF  10-24% 

€ 

INCREASE  OF  25-49% 

INCREASE  OF  50-99% 

INCREASE  OF  OVER  100% 

• 

COMFORT  CRITERION:  11MPH. 

HAZARD  CRITERION:  35MPH.  _. 

AREA  EXCEEDING  COMFORT  CRITERION  1 

FEET  kaaaam 

0        50  100  200 

SOURCE:  DON  BALLANTI 


WINDSPEEDS  ARE  MEASURED  WIND  TUNNEL 
DATA  BASED  ON  A  REFERENCE  SPEED. 
WIND  AT  BAY  AREA  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DIS- 
TRICT'S OFFICES  AT  939  ELLIS  STREET  IS  USED  AS  THE 
REFERENCE.  A  PLOTTED  VALUE  OF  5.0  INDICATES 
AVERAGE  WIND  SPEED  AT  THAT  POINT  IS  5.0  MPH. 


WIND  DIRECTION  I 

NDICATOR 

-oV 

WINDSPEED, 

WITH/PROJECT 

I 

3.9/3.0 

W/OUT  PROJECT 

* 

1.3 

1-3^; 

2.1 
i^2.1 


1.7 


2.9 


V4.5 

Q4-5 
4.5M. 

-3.4  * 

3.8/3.8 

r 

4*  

1 

!  CLAY  ST. 

1.8N 
2.6  V 

1.8 
1.7 
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EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


WIND  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  WEST  WINDS 


C-3 


CHANCE  IN  WINDSPEED  RATIO  NOT  MEASURABLE  O 

CHANCE  OF  LESS  THAN  ±10%  0 

REDUCTION  OF  GREATER  THAN  10%  Q 

INCREASE  OF  10-24%  0 

INCREASE  OF  25-49%  C 

INCREASE  OF  50-99%  ^ 

INCREASE  OF  OVER  100%  # 

COMFORT  CRITERION:  11MPH. 
HAZARD  CRITERION:  35MPH. 
AREA  EXCEEDING  COMFORT  CRITERION 


FEET 


r 


50  100  200 

SOURCE  DON  BALLANTI 


WINDSPEEDS  ARE  MEASURED  WIND  TUNNEL 
DATA  BASED  ON  A  REFERENCE  SPEED. 
WIND  AT  BAY  AREA  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DIS- 
TRICT'S OFFICES  AT  939  ELLIS  STREET  IS  USED  AS  THE 
REFERENCE.  A  PLOTTED  VALUE  OF  5.0  INDICATES 
AVERAGE  WIND  SPEED  AT  THAT  POINT  IS  5.0  MPH. 


WIND  DIRECTION  INDICATOR 

V 


WINDSPFED 


WITH/PROIECT  3.9/3.0 
W/OUT  PROIECT   * 


4.8 
4.3 

3.9 
3.7 

4.7 

3.7 


10.7  10.9 
5.9  5.9 


2.8 
2.7 


4.8 
3.7 


4> 


H 

O 


6.4 
4.8 

1.6 

3.7 


10.1  5.9 


SACRAMENTO  ST. 


4.2 
6.4 


3.6 
2.7 
i -A 


5.3 
7.5 


2.7/3.2 


3.2 
2.7 


2 
< 

C/3 


6.7 
5.9 


10.2  8,0 


11.3 
8.0 


HALLECK  ST. 


12.0 
4.8 


12 
4.8  3.2 


4.9/4.8 


2.1 
43 


EMBARCADERO  CENTER  WEST 


WIND  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  SOUTHWEST  WINDS 


e 


CHANCE  IN  WINDSPEED  RATIO  NOT  MEASURABLE  O 
CHANGE  OF  LESS  THAN  ±  1 0%  ® 
REDUCTION  OF  GREATER  THAN  10% 
INCREASE  OF  10-24% 

INCREASE  OF  25-49%  £) 
INCREASE  OF  50-99%  £, 
INCREASE  OF  OVER  100%  # 

COMFORT  CRITERION:  11MPH. 
HAZARD  CRITERION:  35MPH 
AREA  EXCEEDING  COMFORT  CRITERION 


FEET 

0        50  100  200 

SOURCE:  DON  BALLANTI 


WINDSPEEDS  ARE  MEASURED  WIND  TUNNEL 
DATA  BASED  ON  A  REFERENCE  SPEED. 
WIND  AT  BAY  AREA  QUALITY  MANAGEMENT  DIS- 
TRICT'S OFFICES  AT  939  ELLIS  STREET  IS  USED  AS  THE 
REFERENCE.  A  PLOTTED  VALUE  OF  5.0  INDICATES 
AVERAGE  WIND  SPEED  AT  THAT  POINT  IS  5.0  MPH. 


WIND  DIRECTION  INDICATOR 

WINDSPEED.  O-^ 

 1 

WITH/PROIECT  3.9/3.0 
W/OUT  PROIECT   * 


APPENDIX  D 

FUNDAMENTAL  CONCEPTS  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE 


This  section  provides  background  information  to  aid  in  understanding  the  technical  aspects 
of  this  report. 

Three  dimensions  of  environmental  noise  are  important  in  determining  subjective 
response.  These  are: 

a.  the  intensity  or  level  of  the  sound 

b.  the  frequency  spectrum  of  the  sound 

c.  the  time-varying  character  of  the  sound 

Airborne  sound  is  a  rapid  fluctuation  of  air  pressure  above  and  below  atmospheric 
pressure.  Sound  levels  are  usually  measured  and  expressed  in  decibels  (dB),  with  0  dB 
corresponding  roughly  to  the  threshold  of  hearing. 

The  "frequency"  of  a  sound  refers  to  the  number  of  complete  pressure  fluctuations  per 
second  in  the  sound.  The  unit  of  measurement  is  the  cycle  per  second  (cps)  or  Hertz  (Hz). 
Most  of  the  sounds  which  we  hear  in  the  environment  do  not  consist  of  a  single  frequency, 
but  of  a  broad  band  of  frequencies,  differing  in  level.  The  quantitative  expression  of  the 
frequency  and  level  content  of  a  sound  is  its  sound  spectrum.  A  sound  spectrum  for 
engineering  purposes  is  typically  described  in  terms  of  octave  bands  which  separate  the 
audible  frequency  range  (for  human  beings,  from  about  20  to  20,000  Hz)  into  ten 
segments. 

Many  rating  methods  have  been  devised  to  permit  comparisons  of  sounds  having  quite 
different  spectra.  Fortunately,  the  simplest  method  correlates  with  human  response 
practically  as  well  as  the  more  complex  methods.  This  method  consists  of  evaluating  all 
of  the  frequencies  of  a  sound  in  accordance  with  a  weighting  that  progressively  and 
severely  deemphasizes  the  importance  of  frequency  components  below  1000  Hz,  with  mild 
deernphasis  above  5000  Hz.  This  type  of  frequency  weighting  reflects  the  fact  that  human 
hearing  is  less  sensitive  at  low  frequencies  and  extreme  high  frequencies  than  in  the 
frequency  midrange. 

The  weighting  curve  described  above  is  called  "A"  weighting,  and  the  level  so  measured  is 
called  the  "A-weighted  sound  level,"  or  simply  "A-level." 

The  A-level  in  decibels  is  expressed  "dBA";  the  appended  letter  "A"  is  a  reminder  of  the 
particular  kind  of  weighting  used  for  the  measurement.  In  practice,  the  A-level  of  a 
sound  source  is  conveniently  measured  using  a  sound  level  meter  that  includes  an 
electrical  filter  corresponding  to  the  A-weighting  curve.  All  U.S.  and  international 
standard  sound  level  meters  include  such  a  filter.  Typical  A-levels  measured  in  the 
environment  and  in  industry  are  shown  in  Figure  I . 

Although  the  A-level  may  adequately  describe  environmental  noise  at  any  instant  in  time, 
the  fact  is  that  the  community  noise  level  varies  continuously.  Most  environmental  noise 
includes  a  conglomeration  of  distant  noise  souces  which  create  a  relatively  steady 
background  noise  in  which  no  particular  source  is  identifiable.  These  distant  sources  may 
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A-WEIGHTED  SOUND  PRESSURE  LEVEL,  IN  DECIBELS 


CIVIL  DEFENSE  SIREN  [100'] 

JETTAKEOFF  [200'] 

RIVETING  MACHINE 

DIESEL  BUS  [15'] 

BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  TRAIN 
PASSBY  [10'] 

PNEUMATIC  DRILL  [50'] 
SF  MUNI  LIGHT  RAIL  VEHICLE  [35'] 

FREIGHT  CARS  [100'] 

VACUUM  CLEANER  [10'] 

SPEECH  [V] 

AUTO  TRAFFIC  NEAR  FREEWAY 

LARGE  TRANSFORMER  [200'] 
AVERAGE  RESIDENCE 

SOFT  WHISPER  [5'] 
RUSTLING  LEAVES 
THRESHOLD  OF  HEARING 
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AMBULANCE  SIREN  [100'] 

BOILER  ROOM 
PRINTING  PRESS  PLANT 

GARBAGE  DISPOSAL  IN  HOME  [3' 

INSIDE  SPORTS  CAR  [50  MPH] 


DATA  PROCESSING  CENTER 
DEPARTMENT  STORE 

PRIVATE  BUSINESS  OFFICE 
LIGHTTRAFFIC  [100'] 

TYPICAL  MINIMUM  NIGHTTIME 
LEVELS-RESIDENTIAL  AREAS 


RECORDING  STUDIO 


MOSQUITO  [3'] 


100'1-DISTANCE  IN  FEET  BETWEEN  SOURCE  AND  LISTENER 

TYPICAL  SOUND  LEVELS 
MEASURED  IN  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  INDUSTRY 
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include  traffic,  wind  in  trees,  industrial  activities,  etc.  These  noise  sources  are  relatively 
constant  from  moment  to  moment,  but  vary  slowly  from  hour  to  hour  as  natural  forces 
change  or  as  human  activity  follows  its  daily  cycle.  Superimposed  on  this  slowly  varying 
background  is  a  succession  of  identifiable  noisy  events  of  brief  duration.  These  may 
include  nearby  activities  or  single  vehicle  passages,  aircraft  flyovers,  etc.,  which  cause 
the  environmental  noise  level  to  vary  from  instant  to  instant. 

To  describe  the  time-varying  character  of  environmental  noise,  the  statistical  noise 
descriptors  LIO,  L50,  and  L90  are  commonly  used.  The  LIO  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level 
equaled  or  exceeded  during  10  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.  The  LIO  is  considered  a 
good  measure  of  the  "average  peak"  noise.  The  L50  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  that  is 
equaled  or  exceeded  50  percent  of  a  stated  time  period.  The  L50  represents  the  median 
sound  level.  The  L90  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  equaled  or  exceeded  during  90  percent 
of  a  stated  time  period.  The  L90  is  used  to  describe  the  background  noise. 

As  it  is  often  cumbersome  to  describe  the  noise  environment  with  these  statistical 
descriptors,  a  single  number  descriptor  called  the  Leq  is  also  widely  used.  The  Leq  is 
defined  as  the  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time  would 
contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during  the  same  time 
period.  The  Leq  is  particularly  useful  in  describing  the  subjective  change  in  an 
environment  where  the  source  of  noise  remains  the  same  but  there  is  change  in  the  level 
of  activity.  Widening  roads  and/or  increasing  traffic  are  examples  of  this  kind  of 
situation. 

In  determining  the  daily  measure  of  environmental  noise,  it  is  important  to  account  for 
the  difference  in  response  of  people  to  daytime  and  nighttime  noises.  During  the 
nighttime,  exterior  background  noises  are  generally  lower  than  the  daytime  levels. 
However,  most  household  noise  also  decreases  at  night  and  exterior  noises  become  very 
noticeable.  Further,  most  people  are  sleeping  at  night  and  are  very  sensitve  to  noise 
intrusion. 

To  account  for  human  sensitivity  to  nighttime  noise  levels  a  descriptor,  Ldn,  (day-night 
equivalent  sound  level)  was  developed.  The  Ldn  divides  the  24-hour  day  into  the  daytime 
of  7  a.m.  to  10  p.m.  and  the  nighttime  of  10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.  The  nighttime  noise  level  is 
weighted  10  dB  higher  than  the  daytime  noise  level.  The  Ldn,  then,  is  the  A-weighted 
average  sound  level  in  decibels  during  a  24-hour  period  with  10  dBA  added  to  the  hourly 
Leqs  during  the  nighttime.  For  highway  noise  environments  the  Leq  during  the  peak 
traffic  hour  is  approximately  equal  to  the  Ldn. 

The  effects  of  noise  on  people  can  be  listed  in  three  general  categories: 

1.  subjective  effects  of  annoyance,  nuisance,  dissatisfaction 

2.  interference  with  activities  such  as  speech,  sleep,  learning 

3.  physiological  effects  such  as  startle,  hearing  loss 

The  sound  levels  associated  with  environmental  noise,  in  almost  every  case,  produce 
effects  only  in  the  first  two  categories.  Unfortunately,  there  is  as  yet  no  completely 
satisfactory  measure  of  the  subject  effects  of  noise,  or  of  the  corresponding  reactions  of 
annoyance  and  dissatisfaction.  This  is  primarily  because  of  the  wide  variation  in 
individual  thresholds  of  annoyance,  and  habituation  to  noise  over  differing  individual  past 
experiences  with  noise. 
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Thus,  an  important  parameter  in  determining  a  person's  subjective  reaction  to  a  new  noise 
is  the  existing  noise  environment  to  which  one  has  adapted:  the  so-called  "ambient"  noise. 
"Ambient"  is  defined  as  "the  all-encompassing  noise  associated  with  a  given  environment, 
being  a  composite  of  sounds  from  many  sources,  near  and  far."  In  general,  the  more  a  new 
noise  exceeds  the  previously  existing  ambient,  the  less  acceptable  the  new  noise  will  be 
judged  by  the  hearers. 

With  regard  to  increases  in  noise  level,  knowledge  of  the  following  relationships  will  be 
helpful  in  understanding  the  guantitative  sections  of  this  report: 

1.  Except  in  carefully  controlled  laboratory  experiments,  a  change  of  only  I  dBA 
cannot  be  perceived. 

2.  Outside  of  the  laboratory,  a  3-dBA  change  is  considered  a  just-noticeable 
difference. 

3.  A  change  in  level  of  at  least  5  dBA  is  reguired  before  any  noticeable  change  in 
community  response  would  be  expected. 

4.  A  10-dBA  change  is  subjectively  heard  as  approximately  a  doubling  in  loudness, 
and  would  almost  certainly  cause  an  adverse  change  in  community  response. 


Source   :    Charles  M.  Salter  Associates,  Inc.,  December  1982. 
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APPENDIX  E 
CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 


The  list  of  office  and  retail  projects  shown  in  Table  E~l  was  prepared  as  a  background 
document  for  a  land  use-based  method  of  analyzing  cumulative  impacts.  A  land  use-based 
cumulative  analysis  is  one  of  the  two  methods  of  cumulative  analyses  suggested  by  the 
State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Section  15130(b)  (1)  (A)),  whereby  a  list  of  related  projects  is  used 
to  determine  the  combined  effects  of  the  whole  and  to  determine  the  contribution  of  a 
proposed  office  or  retail  project  to  the  overall  cumulative  effect.  This  is  only  one  method 
of  determining  cumulative  impacts.  The  other  method  of  determining  cumulative  impacts 
is  an  analysis  based  on  estimates  of  total  employment  projected  for  the  area.  This  latter 
method  is  permitted  by  State  Guidelines  Section  15130(b)  (1)  (B)  if  the  employment 
projections  are  based  on  an  appropriate  planning  document. 

The  attached  cumulative  list  is  an  expanded  version  of  past  lists  and  includes  all  office 
and  large  retail  projects  proposed,  approved,  under  construction  and  recently  completed  in 
the  greater  downtown  area  which  have  active  applications  in  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.  This  list  is  appropriate  for  use  only  in  a  land  use-based  analysis  of  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  office/retail  projects  in  the  greater  downtown. 

Relevant  Redevelopment  Agency  projects  have  been  included  in  the  list.  The  Rincon 
Point/South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  includes  four  projects:  77,000  square  feet  of 
office  space  at  181  Steuart  Street,  200,000  square  feet  of  office  space  on  First  Street, 
and  a  30,000-square-foot  office  building,  all  in  at  Least  preliminary  negotiation  stages 
between  the  Agency  and  potential  developers;  and  453,000  square  feet  of  office  space 
proposed  by  the  U.S.  Post  Office  at  the  Rincon  Annex  site  (source:  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency).  The  listing  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  in  the  YBC  Redevelop- 
ment Area  includes  1.2  million  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  Olympia  and  York 
proposal  (source:  S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency).  Other  office  buildings  in  the  YBC  and 
applicable  parts  of  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Areas  are  listed  under  individual 
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building  names  or  addresses,  based  on  information  obtained  from  regular  contact  with 
Redevelopment  Agency  staff.  Other  jurisdictions  are  also  contacted  when  the  cumulative 
list  is  updated:  the  new  293,000-square-foot  State  Office  Building  under  construction  at 
Van  Ness  and  McAllister  is  included;  no  Federal  office  space  is  proposed  in  downtown  San 
Francisco  in  the  near  future  other  than  that  at  the  Rincon  Annex  Post  Office  site  in  the 
Rincon  Point  Redevelopment  Area  (John  Scales,  General  Services  Administration,  tele- 
phone conversation,  April  11,  1984). 

Hotel  projects  have  not  been  included  in  the  list  because  hotel  uses  have  different  peak- 
travel  characteristics  from  office  buildings.  They  generally  do  not  significantly  affect 
peak-hour  traffic  or  transit  and  therefore  do  not  contribute  to  effects  such  as  maximum 
production  of  air  pollutants  (see  file  No.  EE81.61,  135  Main  Final  Supplemental  EIR, 
certified  November  30,  1982,  page  150).  Residential  projects  have  not  been  included 
because  the  few  residential  structures  in  the  study  area  are  unrelated  to  office  uses. 
Residential  travel  in  the  downtown  usually  takes  place  in  the  contra-commute  direction 
during  peak  hours  and  thus  does  not  contribute  to  cumulative  traffic  or  transit  congestion. 
In  addition,  office  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  period  are  assumed  to  be  made  by  workers 
traveling  to  their  residences.  Trip  generation  calculated  for  residential  uses  includes 
persons  returning  to  their  homes  after  work  in  the  p.m.  peak  period.  Inclusion  in  the 
cumulative  analysis  of  residential  uses  in  downtown  San  Francisco  would  double  count 
project-generated  travel:  once  when  employees  left  their  office  building  and  again  when 
they  arrived  at  their  residence  (if  they  lived  in  the  downtown  area). 

Approximately  1.3  million  square  feet  of  office  space  is  proposed  for  locations  outside  the 
greater  downtown  area.  All  but  two  of  these  projects  (San  Francisco  Executive  Park  just 
east  of  U.S.  101  near  the  southern  border  of  San  Francisco,  proposed  for  about  1.1  million 
square  feet,  and  St.  Mary's  Medical  Office  Building  on  Shrader  at  Fulton,  proposed  to  be 
about  90,000  square  feet)  are  under  10,000  square  feet.  These  projects  are  not  included 
on  the  cumulative  list  because  their  impacts  do  not  accumulate  measurably  with  office 
space  in  the  downtown  area.  Although  the  Executive  Park  proposal  would  contribute  to 
auto  traffic  on  U.S.  101,  the  critical  analysis  points  for  p.m.  peak-period  cumulative 
downtown  traffic  on  U.S.  101  are  the  freeway  entrances  near  downtown,  the  approaches 
to  the  Bay  Bridge,  and  the  Alemany  interchange,  which  restricts  southbound  U.S.  101 
traffic  in  the  p.m.  peak  period.  The  Executive  Park  traffic  would  not  contribute 
measurably  to  peak  demands  on  freeway  entrances  near  downtown  or  to  peak-period 
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impacts  in  the  peak  direction  on  the  Alemany  interchange.  It  is  factored  in  as  part  of  the 
traffic  approaching  the  Bay  Bridge  before  cumulative  downtown  development  is  added. 
(Executive  Park  Subsequent  DEIR  (81.197E),  September  9,  1983.  Note  that  an  EIR  was 
prepared  in  1976  for  a  project  on  this  site;  following  permits  for  four  of  the  proposed 
office  buildings,  the  developer  made  major  changes  in  the  project  that  necessitated  the 
new  EIR  now  in  process.) 

The  Department's  master  project  log  contains  listings  for  projects  that  are  no  longer 
active  for  various  reasons,  such  as  no  action  by  project  sponsor  in  over  one  year, 
application  withdrawn  by  sponsor,  or  project  proposal  revised  to  non-office  or  non-retail 
uses  (examples  of  these  projects  include  272  Sutter,  approximately  65,000  square  feet, 
withdrawn  by  sponsor;  2nd  and  Harrison,  49,000  square  feet,  application  revised  from 
office  space  to  parking  lot).  Some  of  these  files  have  not  been  formally  closed  due  to 
higher  staff  priorities;  however,  the  projects  are  not  included  on  the  cumulative  list  when 
staff  concludes  that  the  office  project  has  been  abandoned,  withdrawn  or  the  scope  or 
nature  of  the  proposal  is  so  uncertain  as  to  not  be  reasonably  foreseeable. 

In  EIRs  prepared  during  the  latter  half  of  1983,  the  list  used  for  cumulative  analyses 
included  a  section  labeled  "Completed  But  Not  in  Base  Case."  As  of  the  end  of  1983,  that 
list  totaled  over  6  million  square  feet  of  office  space  and  about  225,000  square  feet  of 
retail  space.  These  projects  were  included  on  earlier  lists  even  though  they  were  built  and 
fully  or  partially  occupied  because  some  of  the  baseline  data  (measurements  of  the 
existing  situation)  for  some  transportation  systems  was  collected  in  about  mid-1982  and 
thus  could  not  include  the  effects  of  these  projects.  The  baseline  has  recently  been 
updated  to  reflect  1984  for  use  in  the  Downtown  Plan  Draft  EIR.  Projects  completed 
before  1984  are  included  in  the  updated  baseline  data.  Using  1984  as  the  existing  baseline 
situation  means  that  projects  completed  by  the  end  of  1983  should  be  omitted  from  the 
list  of  projects  used  for  cumulative  analyses  in  order  to  avoid  counting  the  projects  twice. 
Because  some  of  the  baseline  data  previously  used  was  collected  more  recently  than  mid- 
1982,  list-based  cumulative  analyses  overestimated  some  reported  impacts  by  measuring 
the  effects  of  office  buildings  as  part  of  the  baseline  existing  situation  and  by  including 
the  same  office  building  in  the  calculations  of  future  cumulative  impacts.  For  example, 
PG&E  is  already  serving  office  buildings  completed  in  1982  and  1983;  including  those 
buildings  in  calculations  of  future  cumulative  energy  demand  would  count  them  twice. 


A-55 


Appendix  E:  Cumulative  Development 


Therefore,  for  some  parts  of  the  cumulative  analyses,  omitting  projects  completed  in  1983 
will  provide  more  realistic  predictions  of  future  conditions. 

The  Department  is  aware  of  proposals  by  Southern  Pacific  Land  Co.  to  develop  property 
near  China  Basin.  This  area  and  the  proposals  by  Southern  Pacific  have  been  called 
"Mission  Bay."  An  application  for  environmental  review  was  filed  for  the  project  over  one 
year  ago  but  was  withdrawn  in  early  1984  and  no  new  application  has  been  filed.  Since 
withdrawal  of  this  application,  members  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  have 
proposed  that  the  City  purchase  all  or  portions  of  the  property;  this  proposal  was  later 
dropped.  In  July  1984,  Southern  Pacific  announced  major  revisions  in  its  proposal  reducing 
the  scope  of  the  development  proposal.  No  new  applications  have  been  filed.  Both  the 
original  project  and  the  July  1984  proposal  would  require  environmental  analyses  and 
Zoning  Map  and  Comprehensive  Plan  amendments,  and  BCDC  and  possibly  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  permits  in  addition  to  City  approvals  before  any  building  could  begin. 
With  no  application  pending,  and  with  the  possibility  of  further  revisions  by  the  developer 
before  submittal  of  any  application,  the  Mission  Bay  project  remains  too  speculative  to 
include  any  cumulative  analyses. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  is  preparing  plans  and  environmental  analyses  for 
several  areas  in  or  near  the  downtown.  Because  these  plans  involve  only  proposals  for 
zoning  and  other  land  use  controls,  they  are  not  properly  part  of  any  cumulative  list. 
Although  analyses  for  these  plans  sometimes  predict  amounts  of  office  space  that  could 
be  built  in  the  area  being  studied,  the  predictions  are  for  purposes  of  assessing  impacts  of 
the  plans  and  in  no  way  reflect  proposed  future  development. 

Use  of  the  Department's  list  for  estimating  cumulative  impacts  builds  in  certain 
limitations.  It  assumes,  for  example,  that  all  proposals  will  be  built  at  essentially  the  size 
proposed  and  that  all  buildings,  once  built,  will  be  fully  occupied.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  cumulative  list  has  not  been  adjusted  to  reflect  temporary  limitations  on  growth 
imposed  by  the  City's  actions  to  establish  a  Special  Use  District  in  the  South  of  Market 
area  and  a  moratorium  on  new  office  and  hotel  space  over  50,000  gross  square  feet.  Nor 
has  any  adjustment  been  made  to  account  for  reduced  building  potential  as  proposed  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  (base  FAR  of  14:1  reduced  to  10:1).  Thus,  the  total  square  footages  on 
the  list  of  projects  under  formal  review  may  be  overestimated,  and  impacts  based  on  the 
square  footages  may  also  be  overestimated  if  some  buildings  are  not  built,  not  fully 
occupied  or  reduced  in  size. 
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Existing  office  and  retail  space  that  would  be  replaced  by  new  buildings  was  subtracted 
from  the  proposed  new  construction  to  better  approximate  the  impacts  the  new  buildings 
would  have  on  transportation  facilities.  As  shown  in  Table  E-2,  net  new  office  and  retail 
space  is  less  than  total  new  construction  as  a  result  of  subtracting  out  existing  office  and 
retail  space  on  sites  proposed  for  new  buildings.  ("Net  new"  space  is  used  to  refer  to  the 
amount  of  new  construction  in  excess  of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross 
square  feet  of  floor  space.  It  does  not  refer  to  net  leasable  or  net  rentable  floor  space.) 

Existing  major  office  building  construction  in  San  Francisco  is  shown  in  Table  E-3,  page 
A-71. 


TABLE  E-2 

GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL 
DEVELOPMENT  IN  DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF  March  10,  1984 


Office  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Status  of  Project 


Total  New 
Construction 


Net  New 
Construction 


Retail  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Total  New 
Construction 


Net  New 
Construction 


Under  Formal  Review  9,744,260 
Approved  5,658,275 
Under  Construction  5,985,900 


8,721,295 
4,760,625 
5,530,950 


643,265 
376,950 
226,300 


442,590 
294,450 
184,660 


Grand  Totals 


21,388,430 


19,012,870 


1,246,515 


921,700 
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TABLE  E-3 

MAJOR  OFFICE  BULDING 
CONSTRUCTION  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
(In  gross  square  feet) 


Year 


Total  Gross 
Square  Feet 
Completed 


5-Year 
Total 


5-Year 
Annual 
Average 


Cumulative 
Total  of 
Office  2 
Buildings 


Cumulative 
Total  of  All 

Downtown 
Office  3 

Buildings 


Pre-1960 


28,145,000  24,175,000 


1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 


1,183,000 
270,000 


1,413,000 


2,866,000  ,         573,200  „ 
1960-1964  (2,580,000)'*        (516,000)      30,725,000  26,754,000 


1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 


1,463,000 
973,000 
1,453,000 
1,234,000 
3,256,000 


1965-1969 


8,379,000 


1,675,800 


(7,541,000)       (1,508,000)      38,266,000  34,295,000 


1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 


1,853,000 

1,961,000 
2,736,000 
2,065,000 


1970-1974 


8,615,000 
(7,753,000)' 


1,723,000 
(1,550,000 


46,019,000 


42,048,000 


(continued) 
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Year 


Total  Gross 
Square  Feet 
Completed 


5-Year 
Total 


5-Year 
Annual 
Average 


Cumulative 
Total  of 
All  Officg 
Buildings 


Cumulative 
Total  of  All 

Downtown 
Office  3 

Buildings 


1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 


536,000 
2,429,000 
2,660,000 

2,532,000 


1975-1979 


8,157,000 


1,631,400 


(7,341,000)      (1,468,000)  53,360,000 


49,389,000 


1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 


1,284,000 
3,029,000 
3,771,000 
4,107,700 


1980-1983 


12,191,700 
10,972,500 


3,047,900 
2,743,100 


64,332,500 


62,100,000 


I 


Total  net  square  feet  (90%  of  gross).  Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is  demolished  to  make 
land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building 

'San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  1,  January  1966,  Appendix 
Table  1,  Part  1.  For  pre-1965,  data  include  the  area  bounded  by  Vallejo,  Franklin, 
Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and  the  Embarcadero.  Pre-1965  data  also  includes  one-third  of 
retail/office  mixed  use.  For  post-1964,  data  include  the  entire  city. 

*Gross  floor  space  for  downtown  offices  is  included  for  the  following  functional  areas: 
Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden  Gateway,  Civic  Center,  South  of 
Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined  in  the  cited  January  1966  report.  For  post- 
1964,  the  entire  area  east  of  Franklin  Street  is  included. 

^Four-year  total  and  average. 

Source:  Department  of  City  Planning,  March  15,  1983 


Cum  Dev.  App. 
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ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 


The  architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  (see  Section  III.B.,  Environ- 
mental Setting,  pages  43  -  48  and  Figure  16,  page  47)  represent  the  results  of  two 
separate  architectural  surveys. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a 
citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.  An  advisory  review  committee 
of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the  final  determination  of  ratings  for 
the  10,000  buildings,  the  results  of  which  were  entered  in  an  unpublished  60-volume  record 
of  the  inventory.  The  rated  buildings  are  also  represented  on  a  set  of  color-coded  maps 
which  identify  the  location  and  relative  significance  of  each  building  surveyed.  The 
inventory  and  maps  are  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed  structures  from  the 
standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design  features.  Both  contemporary  and  older 
buildings  were  included,  but  historical  associations  were  not  considered.  Each  building 
was  given  two  numerical  ratings,  for  architectural  quality  and  for  overall  architectural 
significance,  urban  design  context  and  environmental  significance.  The  latter  rating  is 
referred  to  in  this  report.  The  ratings  ranged  from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".  The 
architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of  San  Francisco's  buildings.  In 
the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  represent 
approximately  the  best  296  of  the  City's  architecture.  A  full  description  of  the  survey 
rating  system  is  available  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  through  its  consultants, 
Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an  architectural  and  historical  survey  of 
all  downtown  structures.  In  1979,  the  original  inventory  results  were  published  in  the  book 
Splendid  Survivors  (Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  Splendid 
Survivors,  California  Living  Books,  San  Francisco,  1979).  A  subsequent  1982  Heritage 
survey  evaluted  all  structures  in  the  C-3  zoning  districts  in  areas  not  covered  in  the 
Splendid  Survivors  survey  ("San  Francisco  Downtown  Architectural  Survey,  C~3  Zoning 
District,  Final  Evaluated  List,"  December  1,  1982).  The  expanded  inventory  has  not  been 
formally  published  by  Heritage.  Criteria  considered  in  rating  the  buildings  for  both 
surveys  include  Architectural  Significance,  Historic  Context  and  Negative  Alterations. 
Summary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  assigned  to  each  building  on  the  basis  of  these 
scores.  The  summary  ratings,  as  described  on  pages  12  and  13  of  Splendid  Survivors,  are 
listed  below: 

A.    "Highest  Importance.     Individually  the  most  important  buildings  in  downtown  San 
Francisco,  distinguished  by  outstanding  qualities  of  architecture,  historical  values  and 
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relationship  to  the  environment.  All  A-group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National 
Register,  and  of  highest  priority  for  City  Landmark  status." 

B.  "Major  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  of  individual  importance  by  virtue  of 
architectural,  historical  and  environmental  criteria.  These  buildings  tend  to  stand 
out  for  their  overall  quality  rather  than  for  any  particular  outstanding  character- 
istics. B-group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register,  and  of  secondary 
priority  for  City  Landmark  status." 

The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  does  not  distinguish  between  "A"  rated  and 
"B"  rated  buildings  for  purposes  of  preservation. 

C.  "Contextual  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale,  materials, 
compositonal  treatment,  cornice  and  other  features.  They  provide  the  setting  for 
more  important  buildings  and  they  add  visual  richness  and  character  to  the  downtown 
area.  Many  C-group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  part  of 
historic  districts." 

D.  "Minor  or  No  Importance.  Buildings  which  are  insignificant  examples  of  architecture 
by  virtue  of  original  design,  or  more  frequently,  insensitive  remodeling.  This 
category  includes  vacant  buildings  and  parking  lots.  Most  D-group  buildings  are  sites 
of  opportunity." 

Not  Rated.  Buildings  which  have  been  built  or  suffered  insensitive  exterior  remodlings 
since  1945. 

ARCHITECTURALLY  AND/OR  HISTORICALLY  SIGNIFICANT  BUILDINGS 
IN  THE  DOWNTOWN 

The  City  Planning  Commission  adopted  by  Resolution  No.  8600  (May  29,  1980),  a  "List  of 
Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  The  Downtown,"  based  on  the 
above  described  surveys.  Generally,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  higher  in  the  DCP  survey  or 
"A"  or  "B"  in  the  original  Heritage  survey  (Splendid  Survivors)  were  placed  on  the  list. 
The  expanded  Heritage  survey  (1982)  has  not  been  adopted  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  to  date. 

The  purpose  of  the  list  is  to  advise  developers  and  buildings  owners  of  the  importance  the 
City  places  upon  the  buildings'  conservation  and  to  require  special  review  by  the 
Commission  of  any  plans  which  would  affect  any  building  or  buildings  on  the  list. 
Resolution  No.  9240  (November  19,  1981)  reaffirms  the  Commission's  concern  for  preser- 
vation of  architecturally  significant  buildings  and  acknowledges  the  Director's  intent  to 
recommend  denial  of  projects  that  propose  to  demolish  significant  buildings.  As  noted  in 
Section  III.B.,  no  buildings  on  the  project  site  are  included  on  this  list. 
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EMPLOYMENT 


TABLE  G-l 

NET  NEW  SECONDARY  EMPLOYMENT  DISTRIBUTION 
IN  THE  BAY  AREA  AS  A  RESULT  OF 
THE  MULTIPLIER  EFFECT 


Sector  Employees 

Office  8,904 

Computer  0 

Retail  84 

Maintenance  201 

Hotel  384 

Restaurant  123 

Total  9,696 


Source:  EIP,  based  on  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  Study,  1980  Hybrid 
Impact  -  Output  Model  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  April  1984,  page  XIV.  The 
multipliers  used  in  the  analysis  are  Type  II,  which  includes  indirect  and  induced 
employment  generation,  and  should  be  viewed  as  the  theoretical  maximum  impact  level. 
Actual  employment  generation  would  probably  be  somewhat  less. 
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